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ABSTRACT
This study provides information about present and future income 
potentials of fresh strawberries. The Louisiana industry is emphasized, 
but information is provided for areas in production during the Louisiana 
marketing season. Most profitable allocations of strawberries from each 
competing area to major United States consuming centers, under alterna­
tive short and long-run conditions, were determined by the reactive pro­
gramming technique.
Basic information used in the analysis included estimates of demand 
functions in the consuming centers; strawberry supplies in Louisiana and 
competing areas; and transportation costs from the producing areas to the 
consuming centers.
The Louisiana industry apparently has leveled off at an annual pro­
duction of about 600 carlots. Climate restricts Louisiana to a relatively 
short early spring fresh market season. Louisiana's costs of production 
are high compared to other areas, however, the differential between 
Louisiana's costs and those of competing areas is expected to decline.
The production of strawberries for fresh market rather than for proces­
sing will continue.
Results show that Louisiana strawberry shippers were effective in 
selecting the most profitable markets for the 1963 crop of 293.3 carlots. 
Most profitable markets for Louisiana in the future will be in the Mid­
west throughout the season. During midseason and late season eastern 
and southern markets, respectively, also will be profitable.
xv i
With normal Louisiana supplies of about 600 carlots net returns of 
about $2,8 million are possible to Louisiana growers, To obtain these 
returns, shipments should be concentrated in the Midwest and East during 
early and midseason. Most profitable outlets for late season supplies 
also include southern markets.
Over the next few seasons potential income from the sale of Louisiana 
strawberries will reach $3.0 million. This is based on the following 
projected conditions: Transportation costs will remain approximately at
1965 levels; Louisiana supplies will stay at about 600 carlots; California 
supplies will decrease to approximately 1,000 carlots; and supplies from 
other competing areas will remain at 1963 levels. Under these conditions 
Louisiana's most profitable markets will be in the Midwest and West during 
early season; the Midwest, West, and East during midseason; and the Mid­
west, West, and South in late season.
The national demand for fresh strawberries is expected to increase 
in the long-run, in proportion to increases in population. Also, demand 
in the various markets is expected to shift relatively with geographic 
shifts in population. Consumption data indicated that the proportion of 
the strawberry crop used in the fresh and frozen form has stabilized.
By 1975 potential income from the sale of Louisiana strawberries is 
expected to be approximately $3.9 million. To obtain these returns some 
shipments should go to markets in the West throughout the season, with 
some to the Midwest and East during midseason, and some to the Midwest 
and South during late season.
xvii
Distribution patterns and revenues established in this study were 
based on data available for large consuming centers in various regions 
of the country. Smaller markets exist but information concerning them 
is not available.
Net returns indicated in this study are based upon the allocation 
of the entire supply from each production area. In practice coordina­
tion of shipments to achieve optimum allocations may be difficult in some 
areas; however, coordination should be practical where production is 
highly localized, as in Louisiana. A Federal Marketing Order is one 
means by which the Louisiana industry could coordinate the marketing of 
its supplies to take advantage of the optimum distribution to maximize 
net revenue from strawberries provided the optimum is known.
xviii
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Fresh strawberries are produced throughout the United States.
At least 28 states in all sections of the nation produced fresh straw­
berries commercially in 1964.^ Louisiana's production of 15 million 
pounds of fresh market strawberries in 1964 ranked fourth following 
California, with 141 million pounds; Michigan, 25 million pounds; and 
Florida, 20 million pounds.
Strawberries are the most important fruit crop grown in Louisiana. 
In 1964 cash receipts to Louisiana farmers from the sale of strawberries 
were $5,240,000, which was more than the total receipts from sales of 
all other fruits combined.
The Louisiana industry includes approximately 2,000 farmers concen­
trated largely within Ascension, Livingston, St. Helena, and Tangipahoa 
parishes (Figure I).
Development of the Louisiana Strawberry Industry
An understanding of the development of an industry should aid in 
analyzing its current status and in identifying the various economic
United States Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting 
Service, Crop Reporting Board, Vegetables--Fresh Market, 1965, Vg. 202 
(65), Annual Summary, Washington, D. C.
2
United States Department of Agriculture, Economic Research 
Service, Farm Income State Estimate. 1949-1964. FIS Supplement 199, 
1965, Washington, D. C.
1
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Figure 1. Louisiana Commercial Strawberry Production Area.
3economic factors affecting it, A study of the history of an industry is 
a useful framework for an analysis of its growth potential. Ordinarily,
industries develop from a stage of experimentation through expansion to
3
maturity. An industry that successfully adjusts to the ever changing 
economic conditions may continue to grow and expand; otherwise, it may 
decline or disappear altogether.
The first stage in the life cycle of the Louisiana strawberry indus­
try began in the mid-1800's. Enterprising farmers discovered that the 
soil and climatic conditions in the Hammond area of Louisiana were favor­
able to the production of strawberries. In addition, there was a plent­
iful supply of labor for use on this labor intensive crop.
Strawberry varieties suited to the particular conditions of Louisiana 
were developed. Experimental work has continued to develop new varieties 
of strawberries to meet the needs of the industry. New varieties resist­
ant to insects and diseases during production and that will, at the same 
time, maintain high quality during transportation, have been and continue 
to be the goal of plant breeders.
Initially, there was considerable potential for increased production 
in the Louisiana area, but expansion could not occur because of inadequate 
transportation facilities. The industry later expanded rapidly with the 
development of widespread rail service and the perfection of refrigerated 
rail cars. Figure 2 shows the production of Louisiana strawberries for
3
E. B. Alderfer and H. E. Michl, Economies of American Industry 
(New York; McGraw Hill, 1942) p. 14.
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Figure 2. Production of Louisiana Strawberries, 1918-1964,
Source; Statistical Reporting Service, United States Department 
of Agriculture,
5the period 1918-1963. Data for 1920, 1925, 1930, 1935, and 1940 are 
five-year averages. Data beginning with 1943 are on an annual basis.
The Louisiana industry reached maturity during the period 1925 to 1940
with an average annual production of about 2.5 million 24 pint crates.
Louisiana supplied over 100 markets from the Rocky Mountains to the East 
Coast, and was the major producer for early spring strawberries. At the 
outbreak of World War II production of strawberries was curtailed when 
resources were diverted to the war effort.
Production resumed at a fairly high level in 1946 but declined in
the following years. This marked the beginning of a new stage since the 
economic conditions that fostered the expansion of the Louisiana straw­
berry industry no longer existed after World War II. The industrial 
development of the state, particularly the nearby Baton Rouge and 
New Orleans areas, siphoned off much of the labor previously used in 
strawberry production.
Large scale industrial development such as occurred in the 
Baton Rouge and New Orleans area in the period since World War II typi­
cally reduces resources available to agriculture in the surrounding 
area. Such a reduction would affect any agricultural enterprise but 
the effect was more extreme on strawberries because of the high labor 
requirement under the production practices and small operations in 
Louisiana.
Industrial expansion normally carries with it market expansion. 
However, in Louisiana, strawberry production is geared to a national 
market so that the increase in local markets did not cause a shift in 
distribution patterns.
6Geographic Shifts in Production
The success of the Louisiana strawberry industry has in part been 
based on the seasonality of production. The entry of producing areas 
over the nation into the market each year is controlled to a large 
extent by the latitude of the area. Florida begins its harvest season 
during the winter months and is followed by more northward areas as 
spring progresses. As a result, there is a marketing period during the 
year in which Louisiana is a major supplier of fresh strawberries. Until 
after World War II Louisiana's position during this marketing period was 
relatively unchallenged. Since World War II, however, Louisiana's posi­
tion has been materially altered by the increase in production of straw­
berries in California. Because of large scale production units and the 
mixture of the fresh and processing markets, California soon overtook 
Louisiana's production and has become the major producer of strawberries 
in the nation. The California industry has been based on an almost year 
round production schedule as well as large scale producing units.
Strawberry farms in Louisiana average less than two acres of berries 
compared to almost 14 in California. With such small operations in 
Louisiana, mechanization of many activities that present technology would 
allow is not practical. California consequently has the advantage of 
economies of scale not present in Louisiana.
Data given in Table 1 show the total production for each producing 
area. The relative amount of strawberries harvested in each area during 
the Louisiana season is discussed in Chapter II.
Table 1. Production of Strawberries by Louisiana's Competing Areas 1954-1964
Production areas
Year Florida Texas California Louisiana Alabama Arkansas Tennessee
North
Carolina Virginia Maryland
\ if * 1 T * 1
1954 6.0 1.8 149.1 33.0 2.7 9.8 19.8 4.9 7.2 4.6
1955 10.4 1.6 166.7 12.7 1.2 4.9 19.3 1.3 6.8 4.5
1956 10.5 1.5 243.2 19.1 1.9 20.7 40.9 2.2 6.3 3.7
1957 6.0 1.0 223.6 14.5 1.9 13.6 27.0 3.4 7.2 3.1
1958 9.6 1.6 214.2 14.1 2.3 19.5 31.5 5.0 7.4 3.1
1959 3.3 1.3 170.3 14.8 2.0 19.0 20.0 5.0 8.2 3.4
1960 7.1 2.4 156.8 14.0 2.0 17.7 22.7 3.3 7.5 3.5
1961 8.6 3.3 204.7 15.0 2.1 17.3 26.6 5.3 6.5 3.5
1962 13.5 3.1 219.4 15.1 1.9 9.4 10.4 4.3 6.4 3.2
1963 16.6 2.4 238.1 7.7 1.6 12.2 12.2 4.2 4.8 3.8
1964 20.8 2.4 228.6 16.0 1.7 10.4 9.4 5.5 4.8 2.5
Source: Agricultural Statistics, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting Service
(Washington, D. C-: U.S. Government Printing Office. 1955-1965). One 24 pint crate or two 12
pint flats weigh 36 pounds. A carlot equivalent equals 700 crates or 1,400 flats.
The importance of production in other areas decreased as California 
became the major supplier during the Louisiana season, Table 1. Florida 
production has edged slightly upward but its influence should not be 
over-emphasized since the end of the Florida season comes before volume 
shipments begin from Louisiana. Texas supplies are on the market before 
and during the Louisiana season but averaged only three million pounds 
during the 1954-1964 period. Alabama production, of something less than 
two million pounds, also comes on the market during the Louisiana season.
Arkansas and Tennessee begin shipment as Louisiana supplies begin to 
decrease. Over the 11 year period 1954-1964 each of these states has 
shown a downward trend in production.
North Carolina, Virginia, and Maryland, late season competitors for 
Louisiana have all shown low but consistent levels of production over the 
1954-1964 period.
Changes in Demand
Consumption of strawberries, both fresh and processed, increased 
from just under 450 million pounds during the years immediately pre­
ceding World War II to slightly over 500 million pounds in the early 
I960's (Table 2).
Consumption of fresh strawberries averaged more than 370 million 
pounds during the five year period 1939-1942, and slightly under 300 
million pounds for the period 1960-1964. Fresh strawberries are con­
sidered a luxury food item, and any increases in population and income 
would ordinarily result in increased consumption and consequently pro­
duction and producer income. The decrease in consumption of fresh
Table 2. United States Consumption of Strawberries, Fresh Market and
Processed, 1939-1964
Year Total Fresh Market Processed
Thousand pounds
1939 443,852
1940 446,966
1941 439,116
1942 444,252
1943 235,856
1944 164,375
1945 186,289
1946 255,064
1947 321,992
1948 377,662
1949 310,884
1950 393,617
1951 402,534
1952 416,927
1953 427,631
1954 407,221
1955 446,716
1956 548,036
1957 544,155
1958 530,687
1959 477 ,174
1960 466,789
1961 510,238
1962 526,813
1963 510,889
1964 549,225
395,640 48,212
385,596 61,370
366,084 73,032
388,288 55,964
214,164 21,692
137,561 26,814
152,019 34,270
195,530 59,534
245,558 76,434
2 34,906 141,316
218,757 92,127
222,957 170,660
258,288 144,246
228,717 188,210
214,676 212,955
184,402 222,819
187,423 259,293
241,068 306,968
276,297 267,858
264,694 265,993
236,273 240,901
237,909 228,880
288,689 221,549
297,086 229,727
296,017 214,872
297,570 251,655
Source: Agricultural Statistics, United States Department of
Agriculture, Statistical Reporting Service (Washington, D. C. 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963, 1964, 1965, 1966).
10
strawberries during a period of population and income increases, there­
fore, is indicative of a decline in the demand for fresh strawberries.
The expected increased consumption of fresh strawberries was more 
than offset by the substitution of frozen berries for fresh between the 
1939-42 period and the 1960-64 period (Table 2). The ratio of use of 
the crop in the fresh and frozen form apparently stabilized during the 
1961-64 period. The availability of home freezer space at reasonable cost 
has made it practical and convenient for consumers to use frozen berries 
the year round, rather than rely on fresh berries during the relatively 
short harvest season. Advances in food technology have put a vast array 
of other competitive food products on the market. These include not only 
a variety of frozen desserts but also many semi and fully prepared pro­
ducts that require no special storage facilities, or, refrigeration only.
With frozen strawberries available the year round, as well as the 
myriad of competing products, consumers may no longer be willing to pay 
premium prices for fresh strawberries during the Louisiana fresh market 
season. Changes in consumer tastes and preferences toward the more con­
venient and continually available processed products would seem to explain 
the apparent decline in demand for fresh strawberries.
The Problem
The apparent decrease in the demand for fresh strawberries and shifts 
in production patterns indicates the need for major adjustments by the 
Louisiana strawberry industry if it is to realize its full income potential. 
The industry is faced with a short-run problem of choosing the most pro­
fitable markets for current supplies. It is also faced with a problem of
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adjusting to changes affecting its long-run market potential.
A solution to the problem of adjusting to these changing condi­
tions requires an analysis of pertinent economic data on competing sup­
plies, market demand conditions, and transportation costs. Individually, 
producers and shippers do not have ready access to all necessary inform­
ation nor are they able to conduct a comprehensive analysis of marketing 
problems. The problem of changing market conditions is complicated by 
the fact that Louisiana has higher production costs for strawberries than 
its major competitors. However, this study is concerned only with the 
marketing aspects of the adjustment problem. The question of alternative 
enterprises or the comparative advantage of fresh strawberry production 
between areas is not analyzed.
Purpose of the Study
This study is designed to provide the Louisiana strawberry industry 
with knowledge of the present and future income potentials for fresh straw­
berry production, as well as market adjustments needed to achieve these 
potentials. Specifically, the study compares net income from actual and 
optimum allocation of the strawberry supplies of Louisiana and competing 
areas from the producing areas to major consuming centers for a recent 
Louisiana season. Also, distribution patterns under several hypothetical 
situations are analyzed to establish the future income potential for 
Louisiana strawberries.
12
Method of Analysis
Income potential for the Louisiana strawberry industry can be deter­
mined by application of the theory of interregional competition. This 
theory may be used to explain the relative position of a particular 
region with respect to the production and distribution of a particular 
good, in this case strawberries. The short-run problem of allocation among 
alternative markets to maximize net revenue can be analyzed by one of the 
regional trade models.
The model that will be used to deal with the short-run problem has 
the following components:
(1) Demand in the various consuming markets.
(2) Farm supply in the producing areas.
(3) Transfer costs from each producing area to the consuming markets.
The theoretical concept of the functional relation to these components
in determining equilibrium distribution of products and incomes may be 
illustrated graphically for two regions by using a back-to-back diagram 
(Figure 3).^ The excess supply curve in each case, ES^ and ES 2 . is the 
demand curve subtracted laterally from the supply curve at every price. 
Prior to trade an equilibrium price would be at and P 2  in Market 1 and 
Market 2, respectively. At these prices the excess supply functions, ES^ 
and ES 2 > would also equal zero.
P. A. Samuelson, "Spatial Price Equilibrium and Linear Program­
ming," American Economic Review. XLII (1952), pp. 283-303.
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Figure 3. Equilibrium Distribution of a Good Between Two Markets.
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Goods can move from Market 1 to Market 2, or vice versa for C dollars 
per unit. Because the pre-trade price is lower in Market 1 than in 
Market 2, it is obvious that goods will not move from Market 2 into
Market 1. For this reason only the C for movement between Market 1 and
Market 2 is relevant. With the initial price differential exceeding the 
transport cost, there will be a positive flow of goods from Market 1 to 
Market 2 and the price differential will end up with exceeding P2  by 
C. For illustrative purposes of using a single diagram, the axes of 
Market 1 have been displaced relative to those of Market 2 by C. With 
trade, the new equilibrium would be established at PE where the surplus of
Market 1 exactly equals the deficit of Market 2.
Had the price differential between Markets 1 and 2 been less than 
the transportation cost (C), the markets would have remained split with 
separate equilibria at P^ and other hand, if P^ had been less
than P2  by an amount greater than C the flow would have been reversed. 
Problems involving several markets are resolved in essentially the same 
manner but do not lend themselves to graphic representation.
The reactive programming technique was used to establish equilibrium 
distributions and incomes for the analysis. This technique is defined as:
"A means of obtaining the equilibrium flows of a commodity 
between areas with given transportation cost functions, given 
demand schedules in each of the several areas of consumption 
and given supply schedules in each of the several areas of 
production.
Thomas E. Tramel and A. D. Seale, Jr., "Reactive Programming of 
Supply and Demand Relations - Applications to Fr^sh Vegetables," Journal 
of Farm Economics. XLI (1959), pp, 1012.
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The particular advantage of this procedure is that at each stage of 
the iteration each producing area has a chance to react to changes made 
by all other producing areas since the producing area in question was 
last considered.
When all distribution requirements have been filled, total transport­
ation cost minimized, and net revenues maximized, an optimum pattern is 
reached. Revenues are maximized when maximum net positive prices (gross 
price - transportation cost) among alternative markets are equated.
The basic inputs required for the reactive programming technique are 
demand, supply, and transportation data. A general description of the 
data necessary is as follows:
1. Demand - A demand schedule for strawberries in each of the
consuming centers in the following form, 
m
P. = F . ( I Q . .), where 
J  L
i * 1, 2, . . ., m denotes the different producing
areas.
j ** 1, 2, . . ., n denotes the different consuming
centers.
Qjj denotes the quantity purchased in the jth
consuming center that was produced in the ith 
production area.
2. Supply - The supply available in each producing area is taken
as fixed. The form of this is a vector of m x S, 
where denotes the fixed supply in the ith
producing area.
3. Transportation cost - The transportation costs from each pro­
ducing area to each consuming center take the form 
of an m x n matrix of T^j, where the Tjj denotes 
the constant cost of transporting a unit of the 
product from the ith producing area to the jth 
consuming center.
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The above components are used to form m x n equations of the 
following form;
R-ij — F j (IQ^ j) - T^ j , i * 1, 2, . . ,, M; j 31 1, 2, . . ., n, 
where R^j denotes the average net revenue per unit for the product pro­
duced in the ith producing area and sold in the jth consuming 
center. The m x n equations define for each producing area the net 
revenue that can be obtained in each consuming center. Solution of the 
system of equations results in the optimum allocation of supplies among 
the consuming centers.
There are four restrictions that must be met to solve a reactive pro­
gramming problem. These are:
1. All >_ 0. Quantities purchased in a consuming center from
a producing area must be equal to or greater 
than zero.
2. R^j = maximum. Each producing area receives the same net revenue
per unit from all market areas it supplies and 
it is greater than the revenue that could be re­
ceived by shipping to different market areas.
R., i. 0. For all i's and j's between which goods flow. For a 
good to move from a given producing area to a given 
consuming center the net revenue must be equal to 
or greater than zero.
4. n
E Qji <_ S^. The quantity imported by a marketing area from a 
j=l producing area must be equal to or less than
the supply available in the producing area.
The problem of long-run adjustments can also be analyzed by means of 
the reactive programming technique. To do this, projections must be made 
of the various components of the model.
17
Situations Analyzed
Two short-run situations, designated A and B, were selected to assess 
the efficiency of the industry in the distribution of Louisiana supplies.
On the basis of expected changes in pertinent economic factors in the 
next few years, two of the most likely long-run situations, designated 
C and D, were analyzed.
The Short-Run Problem
In the short-run the problem facing the industry is allocation of a 
given supply among the alternative markets so as to maximize net revenue.
Situation A (Short-Run)
The 1963 Louisiana crop of approximately 500,000 crates or 293.3 car-
lots was about one-half the previous ten-year average of nearly one million
crates per year. The decrease in production was mainly the result of ad­
verse weather conditions in Louisiana prior to and during the 1963 season.
A hypothetical optimum distribution of the 1963 Louisiana supply was 
made to evaluate the efficiency with which Louisiana shippers distributed 
the short supply. The supplies in competing production areas, demands in 
major consuming centers, and transportation cost estimates used in the 
optimization, were for the 1963 market period. The development of the 
demand and transportation cost estimates are shown in Chapters III and IV, 
respectively. The optimum market distribution for all producing areas 
was compared to the 1963 distribution in terms of the effect on net pro­
ducer income and markets served.
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Situation B (Short-Run)
To estimate the distribution pattern and income from a more normal 
or average size crop, an optimum distribution for a crop twice the size 
of the 1963 crop was estimated. Evaluation of this situation will pro­
vide a comparison of optimum distribution patterns of a short crop (as in 
1963) and an average size crop. Supplies from other areas were held at 
the 1963 level, and transportation costs and demand estimates used were 
the same as in Situation A.
The Long-Run Problem
The long-run problem of adjustment to changing economic conditions 
was analyzed on the basis of projected demand, supply, and transportation 
costs.
Situation C (Intermediate Period)
In the seasons immediately following 1963, changes in supplies and 
transportation costs occurred. To evaluate changes in distribution pat­
terns and income and necessary adjustments as a result of these changes, 
an analysis was made of a situation reflecting changed conditions.
After the 1963 season, truck transportation rates increased one cent 
per mile for each size truck. Also, rail rates Increased 10 percent, and 
charges for protective service on rail shipments increased 20 per cent. 
Adjustments of transportation costs are shown in Chapter IV,
A supply estimate of approximately one million crates was used for 
Louisiana in Situation C. Although showing a year to year fluctuation, 
Louisiana's supplies averaged approximately one million crates over the 
period 1955-64. Without major changes in the factors affecting supply in
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Louisiana or demand in the market it was assumed that this average would 
be maintained over the next few seasons.
For Situation C, California supply during the Louisiana season was 
estimated at approximately 14 million crates or about one-half the 1963 
supply. Historically, California has relied heavily on foreign nationals 
for strawberry production and harvesting. Expiration of legislation per­
mitting this importation decreased the supply of labor which resulted in 
increased labor cost. This combined with increased costs for other sup­
plies decreased California production, Reduction of production was greatest 
in the southern counties of California that are in production during the 
Louisiana season.
The demand estimates for the 1963 market period were used because 
changes in demand would be of a long-run nature and this analysis was in­
tended to explain adjustments over an intermediate period.
Analysis of Situation C, which included increased transportation 
costs, an average supply for Louisiana, a decreased supply for California, 
and no changes in demand explores the effects of changes in these factors 
in Louisiana's optimum distribution pattern and income.
Situation D (Long-Run)
In the long-run, a 10 year period for this study, the demand for 
fresh strawberries will be subject to changing conditions causing both 
upward and downward pressure. Assuming, as has previously been indicated, 
that the ratio of utilization of the strawberry crop in fresh and pro­
cessed (mainly frozen) form has stabilized, changes in demand for fresh 
strawberries will come from changes in other factors. Many factors af­
fecting fresh strawberry demand are difficult to quantify. However,
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population is a major factor that can be measured, hence can be used in 
projecting demand.
To evaluate possible changes in distribution patterns for straw­
berries and net incomes of berry producers over a period long enough for 
demand to change, a situation was analyzed in which the demand estimates 
for the 1963 season for each market were adjusted. Since population is 
a major factor in determining demand and there are rather reliable popula­
tion projections available, the adjustments in demand were made on the 
basis of population projections made by the U.S. Census Bureau for the 
states in which the various markets are located. For each demand estimate 
the "y" intercept, the intersection of the function with the vertical or 
price axis, was increased by the projected percentage growth in population 
for the state from I960 to 1975. The changes in the demand function are 
explained in Chapter III.
Since there was no basis for projecting transportation costs, the 
estimates used in Situation C were retained. As long as the pattern of 
rates for the various areas remains the same the distribution pattern for 
fresh strawberries will not change. Net producer income would be de­
creased for all areas if the rates increase.
Decisions relating to future Louisiana strawberry production will 
have to be made under conditions beset by counteracting forces. The long- 
run trend of the Louisiana industry has been downward as a result of in­
creased competition for resources from other industries in the state and 
increased production in other producing areas, as well as competition 
from frozen strawberries and other products. Countering this is the ex­
pected increase in demand as a result of the population increase in the 
nation,
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For Situation D it was assumed that these forces would counterbalance 
leaving Louisiana production at approximately one million crates.
California also faces a situation of diverging forces of produc­
tion costs and demands. California strawberry production will face 
downward pressure as production costs, particularly for labor, continue 
to rise. On the other hand, increases in population in the nation are 
expected to exert upward pressure on demand. It was assumed that these 
forces would also offset one another and result in California production 
of about 14 million crates during the Louisiana season.
Scope
Information used in this study was for the 196 3 Louisiana marketing 
season. Strawberry producing areas that do not come into production 
during the Louisiana season were excluded since their fresh market sup­
plies do not offer direct competition. The ten producing areas included 
are shown in Figure 4.
Strawberry shipments to or unloads were reported for more than 50 
cities throughout the United States in 1963. Strawberry unloads at 23 
major consuming centers accounted for most of the strawberries shipped.
All 23 of these cities were included since price and quantity data were 
available.
The Louisiana strawberry industry historically has concentrated on 
the production of fresh market berries. State Market News Service reports 
indicate that for the 1959 to 1963 seasons the price paid for stemmed 
berries for use in processing averaged about 12 cents per pound, compared 
to an average of approximately 30 cents per pound for berries for fresh
Him  To m
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Consuming Centers 
* Producing Centers
Centers Selected for Study, 1963 Louisiana Strawberry Season.Figure 4. Consuming and Producing
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market.^ A study published in 1959 showed that the cost of production for 
Louisiana strawberries was 23.1 cents per pound.^ Harvest costs were 10.5 
cents per pound and nonharvest costs were 12.6 cents per pound. So long 
as harvest cost remains below the price paid for processing berries it is 
profitable to pick the berries so as to recoup at least a portion of the 
nonharvest cost. Unless the harvesting costs are reduced and/or the price 
for processing berries is increased enough to make a positive net return 
on berries for processing, it will continue to be an uneconomic alternative 
in Louisiana.
Sources of Data
Data used in this study were obtained by personal interview, mail 
questionnaire, and from secondary sources. Data on unloads by origin in 
each consuming center were obtained from a file of unloads at major cities 
maintained jointly by the Market News Service and the SM-8 Southern Regional 
Vegetable Marketing Research Committee. Wholesale prices were taken from 
the daily market news reports issued in each of the consuming centers by 
the Federal-State Market News Service.
Truck transportation cost data were obtained from shippers in the 
Louisiana area by personal interview and in other areas by mail question­
naire. Direct mileages between producing and consuming centers were com-
6 Roy B. Johnson, Marketing Louisiana Strawberries. State Market 
News Service, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 1959-1963.
7
Carleton C. Dennis, The Location and Cost of Strawberry Produc­
tion. California Agricultural Experiment Station, Mimeographed Report 
Number 217, March 1959.
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piled from a road atlas. Rail transportation rates were supplied by the 
Railway Express Agency. The demand, supply, and transportation cost 
coefficients required as input data for the reactive programming technique 
were developed from the above data.
Other information used in the study was obtained by personal inter­
view of persons in the Louisiana industry and publications of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station,, 
and other agricultural experiment stations.
CHAPTER II
LOUISIANA'S COMPETITIVE POSITION
The Louisiana strawberry industry operates in a national fresh 
market. Although 28 states commercially produce strawberries, competi­
tion during any given season is limited by climate. During its relatively 
short 1963 early spring season Louisiana competed with as many as eight 
and as few as three producing states in a particular week. As the season 
progresses the entry of various competitors alters market conditions and 
changes the location of the most profitable markets. Therefore, analysis 
of both the short-run problem of allocation of supplies among the various 
markets, and the long-run problem of adjustment to changing economic con­
ditions must be done in the context of changes in the competitive structure 
during the Louisiana season.
Marketing Season for Major Strawberry Areas
Fresh strawberries are produced and marketed in the United States 
during every month of the year. Shipments from the southernmost produc­
tion areas of the nation ordinarily begin in January and move northward 
during the year. During the latter part of the year the southernmost 
areas re-enter the market. California, however, is a competitor during 
virtually the entire year.
Figure 5 shows the months during which the major producing sections 
are actively in the market. Florida, the winter producer, actually begins
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Producing 
Areas
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Louisiana
Florida
California
Early Spring 
Mid Spring 
Late Spring
Bar shows 
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Figure 5. Production Periods for Fresh Strawberries.
Early spring area - Alabama and Texas
Mid spring area - mainly Arkansas, Tennessee, Virginia, Maryland, North Carolina, and
California (shown separately).
Late spring area - mainly Michigan, New York, Wisconsin, New Jersey, Indiana, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Oregon, and Washington.
Source: Bain, Beatrice M. and Sidney Hoos, The California Strawberry Industry., (California
Agricultural Experiment Station), Giannini Foundation Research Report No. 267, 
October, 1963.
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shipments in December and continues until May, with its peak harvest 
season during February and early March. The early spring area, including 
Louisiana, has its peak harvest during April. The Southern California 
area also peaks during this time. The mid-spring area, including that 
group of states which lies north of Louisiana, begins harvest during the 
Louisiana season but peaks in May. The states to the north of the mid­
spring group constitute the late spring group. The peak harvest period for 
the late spring group occurs during June, and thus, does not directly com­
pete with the Louisiana crop.
Strawberries are shipped the year round but Louisiana is in the market 
for only two months. Thus, Louisiana fresh market competitors are limited 
to those states in the winter, early spring, and mid-spring areas.
Principal Consuming Centers for Louisiana Strawberries
Louisiana, the second major shipper during the early spring period, 
shipped strawberries to 16 of the 23 markets for which information was 
available (Table 3). However, three cities received about four-fifths of 
the Louisiana crop.
New Orleans accounted for 78.9 carlot equivalents or 26.9 percent of 
total Louisiana shipments to the specified markets. Cincinnati and 
Chicago, receiving 18 and 16 percent, respectively, were the other two 
major markets for Louisiana strawberries. Other markets accounting for 
more than 10 carlot equivalents were Dallas, Detroit, Louisville, New 
York, Pittsburgh, and St. Louis.
Louisiana supplied 94 percent of the 83.5 carlots of strawberries 
sold on the New Orleans market. Significant percentages of strawberries
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Table 3. Total Receipts of Strawberries in Specified Consuming
Centers and Proportion of Receipts in Each Market Supplied 
by Louisiana and Competing Areas, 1963 Marketing Season
Consuming
center
Total carlot 
equivalents
Percentage
Louisiana
Supplied by
Other states
Atlanta 50.5 2.38 97.62
Baltimore 88.2 .91 99.09
Birmingham 40.1 8.73 91.27
Boston 90.2 1.11 98.89
Chicago 237.0 20.21 79.79
Cincinnati 146.5 36.59 63.41
Cleveland 83.3 4.80 95.20
Dallas 71.2 18.12 81.88
Denver 107.8 100.00
Detroit 104.2 10.75 89.25
Kansas City 81.6 8.46 91.54
Los Angeles 783.7 100.00
Louisville 30.7 40.01 59.99
Minneapolis 88.2 100.00
New Orleans 83.6 94.38 5.62
New York 297.6 3.96 96.04
Philadelphia 196.4 4.53 95.47
Pittsburgh 93.7 23.80 76.20
Portland 63.5 100.00
St. Louis 154.7 10.41 89.59
San Francisco 274.1 100.00
Seattle 115.6 100.00
Washington, D. C. 50.8 100.00
Total 3,333.2 8.80 91.20
Source: Table 4.
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were also supplied to Louisville, 40 percent of 30,7 carlot equivalents; 
Cincinnati, 36 percent of 146.5 carlot equivalents; Pittsburgh, 23 percent 
of 93.7 carlot equivalents; and Chicago, 20 percent of 237.0 carlot equi­
valents. Louisiana strawberries were about 10 percent or less of the 
supplies on other markets.
Principal Consuming Centers for Louisiana1s Competitors
California, the leading shipper of strawberries, supplied over 60 per­
cent of the total carlots on the market during the 1963 Louisiana season 
(Table 4). Major consuming centers were Los Angeles, 783.7; San Francisco, 
274.1; New York, 135.8; Chicago, 132.7; Seattle, 115.6; and Denver, 107.8 
carlot equivalents. California was the major supplier to a total of 12,
and sole supplier to 4 markets. The southern and smaller midwestern con­
suming centers were the only ones not dominated by California.
Florida shipped to 15 of the markets. In terms of carlot equivalents 
New York, 79.4; Philadelphia, 37.9; Detroit, 23.5; and Atlanta, 22.6; re­
ceived large amounts of Florida strawberries. No Florida strawberries
were shipped to consuming centers west of the Mississippi River.
Arkansas strawberries were shipped almost entirely to the midwest 
markets just to the North. Arkansas was the major supplier in St. Louis 
and Kansas City. Most Virginia supplies went to the consuming centers 
along the eastern seaboard. New York and Philadelphia each received about 
43 carlot equivalents from Virginia.
Philadelphia, New York, and Baltimore were major receivers of North 
Carolina strawberries. Eight other consuming centers received small sup­
plies from North Carolina.
Table 4. Total Unloads of Strawberries in Specified Consuming Centers, by States of Origin, 
1963 Marketing Season.
Consuming
center
Producing area
Ala. Ark. Cal. Fla. La. Md. N.C. Tenn. Tex. Va.
1 4.
Atlanta 9.0 - 7.5 22.6 1.2 - 2.2 8.0 - -
Baltimore - - 19.4 18.3 .8 10.5 23.4 - - 15.8
Birmingham 25.0 - 10.9 3.5 - - - .7 -
Boston - - 67.9 3.4 1.0 6.9 3.1 - - 7.9
Chicago - 7.7 132.7 11.3 47.9 - .7 19.6 17.1 -
Cincinnati 3.3 5.3 19.0 17.4 53.6 1.3 6.8 37.9 1.9 -
Cleveland - 11.7 43.0 2.2 4.0 3.7 .7 7.4 2.0 8.6
Dallas - .6 38.3 - 12.9 - - - 19.4 -
Denver - - 107.8 - - - - - - -
Detroit - 22.5 23.1 23.5 11.2 - 1.1 18.3 - 2.0
Kansas City - 39.6 33.5 - 6.9 - - - 1.6 -
Los Angeles - - 783.7 - - - - - - -
Louisville .6 - .1 1.5 12.3 - - 16.2 - -
Minneapolis - - 88.2 - - - - - - -
New Orleans - - - 4.6 78.9 - - - - -
New York - .7 135.8 79.4 11.8 1.7 23.6 - 1.6 43.0
Philadelphia - - 50.8 37.9 8.9 4.2 50.9 - - 43.7
Pittsburgh - - 13.0 10.2 22.3 9.0 15.7 8.4 - 15.1
Portland - - 63.5 - - - - - - -
St. Louis - 90.7 23.3 6.1 16.1 - - 13.8 4.7 -
San Francisco - - 274.1 - - - - - - -
Seattle - - 115.6 - - - - - - -
Washington, D. C. - - 19.0 9.7 - 1.9 13.7 - - 6.5
Total 37.9 178.8 2,059.3 259.0 293.3 39.2 141.9 129.6 49.0 142.6
Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service, Fruit and
Vegetable Division, Daily Fruit and Vegetable Reports, Major Market Centers, March 8 
through May 23, 1963.
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Tennessee shipped strawberries to the nearby midwestern markets 
with its supplies fairly evenly spread over eight markets.
Most Texas strawberries went to Dallas and Chicago. Six other 
scattered consuming centers received small supplies from Texas.
Maryland concentrated its shipments along the east coast from 
Washington, D. C. to Boston. Alabama sent the bulk of its supplies to 
Birmingham and Atlanta.
California and Florida generally spread their supplies over a wide 
area. The other states send the bulk of their supplies to a few markets. 
Movement of strawberries in a northerly and easterly direction from pro­
duction areas is quite apparent. In only a few instances are shipments 
made to consuming centers to the south or west of a given production 
area.
CHAPTER III
DEMAND FOR STRAWBERRIES 
The Concept of Demand
Demand for strawberries is defined as a schedule of different quanti­
ties of strawberries that consumers will purchase at different prices, 
ceterus paribus. Quantities of strawberries consumers are willing to take 
vary inversely with the price. Demand always refers to a specific time 
period and specific place and represents the maximum quantities consumers 
will take at various prices. A demand curve is a graphic representation 
of a demand schedule. Many factors affect the shape and position of a 
demand curve. The most important of these are: (1) number of consumers,
(2) consumers' tastes and preferences, (3) consumer income, (4) prices of 
competing goods, and (5) the range of substitute goods available to con­
sumers .
If the conditions under which the demand was defined are altered 
then a "change" in demand may take place. A shift, change in slope or 
location, in the demand curve could be linked to an increase (or decrease) 
in population or income or perhaps the introduction of a substitute pro­
duct. If any factor changes, a new demand function, which will vary from 
the old in slope or location, must be estimated.
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The Concept of Elasticity of Demand
The concept of price elasticity of demand refers to the responsive­
ness of the quantity of a product which consumers are willing to take 
to changes in its price, given the demand curve for the product. This 
is usually stated in terms of percentage change in quantity demanded 
associated with a percentage change in price. In algebraic terms, elas­
ticity is define as
A X
n =   a t —
— AZ
P
where,
p = elasticity 
X = quantity 
A X = change in quantity 
P = price 
A P = change in price 
The elasticity takes the sign of the slope of the function. Three broad 
catagories of elasticities are important. When elasticity is greater than 
one, demand is said to be elastic. When elasticity is equal to one it is 
said to have unitary elasticity. When elasticity is less than one, demand 
is said to be inelastic. The significance of these catagories is that 
if a demand curve is elastic an increase in quantity sold will increase 
total revenue; if it is of unitary elasticity the total revenue is at a 
maximum and will not change; if it is inelastic an increase in quantity 
will decrease total revenue.
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Three factors that normally influence the elasticity of demand for 
a particular commodity are: (1) the number of uses for the commodity, (2)
the number of substitutes, and (3) the proportion of consumer's income 
spent on the commodity. The more uses and the more substitutes for a 
particular commodity, the more elastic its demand is likely to be. Also, 
the greater the expenditure relative to income, the greater the elasticity.
Complications of Empirical Estimation
Ideally, the empirical estimation of demand for strawberries would 
include estimates of all the factors theoretically expected to affect the 
function. In practice, any analysis is confined to those data that are 
available or that can be generated from existing data.
Theoretically the demand for a product can be analyzed at any level 
within the marketing system. For this study, demand relationships were 
estimated at the wholesale level because sufficient data at the retail or 
farm level were not available.
The price and quantity data used in estimating demand were on a weekly 
basis for the 11 week (March 8 to May 23) 1963 Louisiana strawberry season. 
Over this relatively short period of time those factors ordinarily affect­
ing demand would be unlikely to change perceptibly. Therefore, the use 
of the price-quantity relationship to estimate the demand should not in­
validate the conclusions drawn from the study.
Over a longer time period the factors affecting demand can be expected 
to change. However, measurement of most of these factors would be diffi­
cult. Quantification of tastes and preferences for strawberries in any 
time period is difficult. The pertinent characteristics of other goods is
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any change in their prices in relation to the price of strawberries.
Such change can only be measured by comprehensive analysis of all of 
the competitive products. Any assumption regarding changes in the range 
of substitute goods would be speculative at best. Any shift to substi­
tutes depends on changes in tastes of consumers as well as the ease of 
altering their purchase patterns.
Demand Model
Simple regression analysis was used to estimate the demand functions 
for strawberries. Price was the dependent variable and quantity the inde­
pendent. Wholesale price data were taken from the daily Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Market News reports issued by the Federal-State Market News 
Service offices in the various consuming centers. Unload data were ob­
tained from a file of unloads maintained jointly by the Federal Market 
News Service and SM-8 Southern Regional Fruit and Vegetable Marketing 
Committee.
Analyses were made using data in natural units. Equations using data 
in natural units were chosen because the degree of fit was acceptable as 
indicated by the coefficient of determination.^ The following model was 
formulated.
1
Data in logarithmic units as well as multiple regression, in­
cluding income and population variables, were considered but not accepted 
because of lack of statistical significance.
36
(1) P = a + b x ,  where
P = wholesale price of strawberries in dollars per carlot 
equivalent
a = the y-intercept
x = quantity of strawberry unloads in carlot equivalents 
b = the regression coefficient
Statistical Tests For Combining Markets
Statistical tests were made to determine if one demand curve could 
be used for all markets and if the regression coefficient for each market 
estimated the same population value. A summary of these tests is given in 
Table 5.
Table 5. Calculation of Mean Squares for Testing Hypotheses Regarding
Regression for Demand Estimates for Strawberries in 23 markets 
during 1963 Louisiana Season
Source of 
variation
Degrees of 
freedom
Sum of 
squares Mean squares
F
Value
Total 251 298,809,100 nm -
Within 229 220,699,400 - -
Z d2 207 155,320,500 750,362.32 *
Test 1 44 143,488,600 3,261,002.27 4.34**
Test 2 22 65,378,900 2,971,768.18 3.96**
Significant at the .01 level.
Test 1 concerned use of one demand curve for all markets.
Test 2 concerned use of one regression coefficient for all
markets.
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The F value computed for the first test was significant at the .01 
level. This indicated that one regression could not be fitted to all the 
data.
The test concerning slopes of the functions, was found to be 
significant at the .01 level, indicating that the same regression coeffi­
cient could not be used for all of the markets, i.e., each market demand 
had a different slope.
Individual Market Demand Functions
Demand functions were estimated for each of the selected markets 
using the price and quantity data in Appendix Tables 1 and 2. The coef­
ficients of these estimated functions, along with the "t" value and corre­
lation coefficient, are given in Table 6.
The interpretation of the estimates in Table 6, using Atlanta as an 
example, is as follows. The "a" value ($6,258) indicates the point of 
interception of the estimating equation with the vertical (price) axis.
The market price for strawberries in Atlanta will be the "yM intercept, 
$6,258, less the quantity times the regression coefficient or "b" value. 
The "b" value of -$253 means that as X, the quantity of strawberries in 
carlot equivalents, increases by one unit the price per unit would de­
crease by 253 dollars. A value of "t" greater than -2.262 at the .05 
level with 9 degrees of freedom shows that the regression coefficient 
is significantly different from zero (i.e., price decreases with an in­
crease in the quantity on the market). The correlation coefficient of 
.617 indicates a fairly close relationship between the two variables, 
independent of other factors.
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Table 6. Coefficients of Estimated Demand Equations for Strawberries 
for 23 Consuming Centers, t Values, and Correlation 
Coefficients, 1963 Louisiana Season
Consuming
center
Equation^ 
a b
t value^ 
t
Correlation
coefficient
R
Atlanta 6258.783 -253.0929 -2.35530 .6175600
Baltimore 6830.495 -125.2598 -2.662041 .6637193
Birmingham 5607.453 -256.6580 -2.312132 .6104469
Boston 7531.900 - 94.9660 -2.846576 .6883141
Chicago 6242.304 - 30.2333 -3.240136 .7337748
Cincinnati 6091.155 - 56.0609 -1.986737 .5521459
Cleveland 6694.101 - 87.0001 -2.191104 .5898054
Dallas 6087.117 - 50.8764 - .857700 .2748861
Denver 6823.748 - 72.2285 -3.68086 .7751545
Detroit 6157.276 - 83.6826 -2.307724 .6833222
Kansas City 6527.966 -155.7773 -3.456528 .7552193
Los Angeles 5964.353 - 21.9509 -4.192982 .8132733
Louisville 7243.746 -495.4036 -5.487053 .8774204
Minneapolis 7337.302 - 57.8278 -2.038122 .5619558
New Orleans^ 4580.040 54.3659 .513737 .1687887
New York 6609.865 - 22.6611 -3.643436 .7719798
Philadelphia 6207.245 - 38.7832 -2.258602 .6014650
Pittsburgh 6466.554 - 97.8475 -6.702815 .9127485
Portland 7932.918 -309.7339 -3.001729 .7073104
St. Louis 6254.505 - 67.0277 -3.377880 .7476906
San Francisco 6120.040 - 49.1188 -4.500912 .8321021
Seattle 7603.476 -210.5384 -3.534160 .7623688
Washington, D. C. 6119.477 -144.2065 -2.866870 .6908834
1
Y = a + bX
2
"t" value for 9 degrees of freedom is 2,262 at the .05 level 
and 3.250 at the .01 level.
3
The coefficients of the Birmingham estimate were substituted 
for the New Orleans function in the reactive programming procedure used 
later because of the lack of significance of the New Orleans estimate.
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These demand estimates were later used, along with the supply and 
transportation cost estimates, in the reactive programming model to as­
certain an optimum distribution of berry supplies.
Empirical Estimates of Elasticity of Demand
The elasticity of demand was computed for each of the markets in the 
study to show the responsiveness of the quantity of strawberries taken to 
changes in price. These elasticities were computed at the mean values of 
price and quantity for the functions and are therefore point elasticities. 
Those markets for which the demand is relatively less elastic, closer to 
one, would take relatively less shipments before the quantity of straw­
berries taken in the market would reach the inelastic portion of the 
demand curve where total revenue decreases as quantity increases (Table 7).
For example, Dallas and Minneapolis both have relatively large elas­
ticities, hence, would be expected to take relatively larger amounts of 
strawberries before the inelastic portion of the demand curve would be 
reached. Demand for strawberries in Louisville and Portland, on the 
other hand, is more inelastic, thus, relatively smaller increases in 
quantity would cause the supply function to intersect the inelastic 
portion of the demand curve.
In a study of pricing of Kentucky strawberries, Justice determined
that the elasticity of fresh Kentucky strawberries at the farm marketing 
2
level was -8.0.
^Paul G. Justice, "Factors Affecting the Production and Pricing 
of Strawberries in Kentucky, 1939-58," Unpublished Thesis. University 
of Kentucky, 1960.
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Table 7. Point Elasticity of Demand for Strawberries at 22 Consuming 
Centers, 1963'*'
Consuming center Elasticity
Atlanta - 4.1422
Baltimore - 5.7932
Birmingham - 4.9932
Boston - 6.4564
Chicago - 7.3622
Cincinnati - 6.9892
Cleveland - 9.1606
Dallas -10.2611
Denver - 8.6400
Detroit - 6.7009
Kansas City - 4.2984
Los Angeles - 2.8138
Louisville - 3.5693
Minneapolis -14.7351
New York - 9.7058
Philadelphia - 7.8782
Pittsburgh - 6.1482
Portland - 3.4367
St. Louis - 4.7407
San Francisco - 5.0002
Seattle - 5.0024
Washington, D. C. - 8.0815
No elasticity was computed for New Orleans because the 
estimated demand function was not significant.
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No other studies specifically concerning the elasticity of straw­
berries were found in the literature. Various studies have established 
elasticities for other fruits. In a study based on weekly data, Seale 
and Allen estimated the elasticity of demand for watermelons to be -3.52. 
Brandow's work on retail demand elasticities for food as a group set the 
elasticity of the fruit group at -.60.^ Harrington and Gislason reported 
the elasticities of various deciduous fruit as ranging from -.54 to -1.28.'* 
Waite and Trelogan gave a summary of elasticities found for several fruits 
by different investigators. Among these was a -2.56 elasticity for bananas 
on the New York wholesale market.^
The elasticities reported for strawberries in this study are relatively 
high. Several things explain this. First, fresh strawberries are a luxury 
product used infrequently and in small quantities. Strawberries not only 
compete with other fresh fruit but must face the whole array of standard 
dessert products plus the more recent impact of frozen prepared desserts.
3
A. D. Seale, Jr. and M. B. Allen, Reactive Programming of Supply 
and Demand for Watermelons Produced in Mississippi and Competing Areas, 
State College: AEC, Tech. Pub. No. 1, Mississippi Agricultural Experiment
Station, June 1959, p. 12.
4
G. E. Brandow, Interrelation Among Demand for Farm Products and 
Implications for Control of Market Supply. Pennsylvania Agricultural 
Experiment Station, Bulletin 680, 1961, p. 5.
5A. H. Harrington and C. Gislason, "Demand and Quality Prefer­
ences for Deciduous Fruit," Journal of Farm Economics. XXXVIII (1956) 
p. 1411.
^Warren C. Waite and Harry C. Trelogan, Agricultural Market 
Prices. Second Edition, New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1951,
p . 46.
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Second, the data used in this study are on a weekly basis. For functions 
based on weekly data, elasticities are usually higher than for those 
based on annual data because of the possibility of the consumer post­
poning consumption during any week. Third, these elasticities relate to 
individual markets and their variability, not to a national market.
Demand Estimates for 1975
The future of any industry depends in large part on shifts that may 
occur in the demand for its product. If the demand for fresh strawberries 
drops significantly even the most efficient and lowest cost producers will 
be forced to turn to other enterprises. Conversely, a large increase in 
demand may entice many additional producers into the industry.
Before projecting the estimate of demand, the nature of demand for 
fresh strawberries should be analyzed. Purcell and Ford give a summary of 
the basic characteristics of the demand for food.^ The first of these is 
that changes in the total demand for food are limited largely to changes 
in population and substitution among foods. Secondly, the demand for food 
is highly inelastic with respect to price. Third, the demand for food is 
inelastic with respect to income.
The above principles apply to all foods as a group. The demand for 
a single product, fresh strawberries, does not react in the same way to
J. C. Purcell and K. E. Ford, "Consumption Requirements and Pro­
spective Demand for Fruits and Vegetables in the South," The Fruit and 
Vegetable Industry of the South Adjusting for the Future, Agricultural 
Policy Institute. North Carolina State University, Raleigh, 1965.
A3
all of these factors. Because of possibilities of substitution among 
foods, e.g., bananas for strawberries, if the price of strawberries in­
creases in relation to other prices the quantity of strawberries demanded 
is reduced more proportionately than the increase in price. Thus the 
demand for strawberries would be more elastic than the demand for goods 
as a whole since food as a whole has no close substitute.
Population is one of the variables on which the future markets for 
strawberries depend and which can be measured. Projections of population 
growth for the U.S. have been made by the Bureau of the Census. Appendix 
Table 3 gives the percentage increase in population for each of the con­
suming centers used in this study from 1960 to 1975. Since each center 
supplies the area surrounding it, projections were used for the state in 
which the center is located. The population in California markets is ex­
pected to grow most rapidly. In general, the population in the midwestern 
and eastern markets are projected to have the lowest growth rates.
The U.S. Census population projections from 1960 to 1975 were used 
as the basis for adjusting the demand function for the future market 
(Table 8). The "y" intercepts of the demand functions were increased by 
the percentage growth expected as a means of measuring the increase in 
demand over the period. This adjustment assumes that the demand curve is 
shifted but that the elasticity does not change and the slope of the curve 
is not altered. These revised estimates were later used with supply and 
transportation estimates in an analysis of situation D.
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Table 8. Coefficients of Estimated Demand Equations for Strawberries 
at 23 Consuming Centers Adjusted for Projected Population 
Increases to 1975
Consuming
center
Equation1
A b
Atlanta 8052.449 -253.0929
Baltimore 9530.974 -125.2598
Birmingham 6705.944 -256.6580
Boston 8751.865 - 94.9661
Chicago 7412.620 - 30.2333
Cincinnati 7313.653 - 56.0609
Cleveland 8037.611 - 87.0001
Dallas 7925.960 - 50.8764
Denver 9578.145 - 72.2285
Detroit 7182.045 - 83.6826
Kansas City 7313.740 -155.7773
Los Angeles 9391.474 - 21.9509
Louisville 9609.051 -495.4036
Minneapolis 8656.810 - 57.8278
New Orleans 7198.269 -256.6580
New York 7905.291 - 22.6611
Philadelphia 6687.636 - 38.7832
Pittsburgh 6967.003 - 97.8475
Portland 9539.372 -309.7339
St. Louis 7007.362 - 67.0277
San Francisco 9636.630 - 49.1188
Seattle 9383.750 -210.5384
Washington, D. C. 7593.278 -144.2065
1
Y = a + bX
CHAPTER IV
TRANSPORTATION COST
Strawberries move to market by both rail and truck. A decade or more 
ago rail shipment completely dominated long distance shipments of straw­
berries, but in recent years truck movements have become important.
Twenty-five percent of the 1963 Louisiana crop and 60 percent of 
the 1963 California crop moved by rail. Occasional rail shipments were 
made from Florida and Texas while none of the other producing areas in 
this study reported rail shipments. This pattern of shipments can be ex­
plained by the location of the producing areas with respect to the consum­
ing centers.
Advantages and Disadvantages of Truck Shipment
Advantages of Truck Shipment
In a study of interstate hauling of produce from western production 
areas Bennett cited several advantages and disadvantages of the use of 
trucks.^ His findings, summarized below, apply equally to strawberries 
and to other producing areas.
Robert M. Bennett, Interstate Hauling of California and Arizona 
Fresh Fruits and Vegetables by Rail and Truck. Economic Research Service 
(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, August 1964), p. 36,
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In Bennett's study the following advantages of truck shipments were 
reported by shippers and are given in order of their importance, based 
on the number of firms mentioning them.
First, due to more rapid service, fruits and vegetables shipped by 
truck often arrive in better condition and risk of a price change while 
in transit is reduced by the shorter transit time.
Second, multiple pickups and deliveries can be accomplished by truck, 
whereas they are not practical by rail.
Third, motor carriers provide more uniform refrigeration, and the 
incidence of loss or damage is less than that of rail. Claims against 
truckers can usually be settled immediately, while the process is more 
time consuming with rail.
Fourth, in many instances, a truck can be loaded at less cost than a 
rail car and can be obtained faster than some types of rail equipment. 
Expensive stripping and bracing material and heavy containers needed in 
rail transit are not used as much in loading truck shipments.
Fifth, truck charges are lower for short hauls of full lots, and are 
well below rail charges for part lots whatever the distance.
Sixth, rail regulations governing the size and type of containers or 
method of loading have no parallel among truckers. Truckers will accept 
practically any shipment regardless of how it is packaged.
Disadvantages of Truck Shipment
Bennett further cited the following disadvantages of truck transport­
ation in the order of importance, as reported by the firms surveyed in his 
s tu dy.
First, truck operators cannot be depended upon to meet prearranged 
loading schedules. This disrupts shipping routine, and creates labor 
problems by requiring irregular hours. Truckers insist on immediate 
departure and this places the shipper at a disadvantage in meeting his 
other loading commitments.
Second, as truck charges for hauling exempt products are not regulated, 
a bargaining situation exists. Shippers said that limited knowledge of 
truck availability impairs their ability to judge whether a charge quoted 
is reasonable.
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Third, the financial responsibility of some truck operators is un­
certain.
Fourth, the lack of uniformity in truck equipment, as opposed to rail 
equipment, causes more of a problem when scheduling equipment for large 
loads.
Fifth, trucks, more than railroads, have delaying emergencies in 
route such as accidents, breakdown of equipment, and delays resulting from 
traffic or weight violations.
Sixth, diversion in route is not practical with truck, because such 
service as a general rule is very costly.
Rail Costs
Because of their high perishability strawberries shipped by rail 
normally move by express. Therefore, rail express rates were used in this 
study.
All interstate movement of goods by railroads are subject to economic 
regulation by the Interstate Commerce Commission. Rail rates used in this 
study are those quoted by the Railway Express Agency and approved by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission.
These rates were quoted in dollars per hundredweight plus a stipulated 
refrigeration charge. Minimum carload shipments varied for producing areas 
so all were converted to a common weight. A carload of 1,400 12-pint flats 
of 18,500 pounds was used for all areas. Rates were assumed, however, to 
take the minimum rate quoted for each area. Services performed by the 
railroad at the consuming center are paid for by the consignee, hence were 
assumed to be reflected in the price paid to the shipper. Rates for those 
points using rail are shown in Appendix Table 4.
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Truck Costs
Truck rates for shipping strawberries are not regulated by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. Truck rates are quoted in terms of 
dollars per mile for a given truck size, dollars per container to a spec­
ified destination, and dollars per hundredweight. Regardless of type of 
quotation, rates from a specific producing area to a given consuming 
center are approximately the same.
Graphic analysis of the rates reported in a survey of shippers, 
truckers, and truck brokers in the production areas, indicated rates be­
tween all of the areas except California were consistent. The stability 
of the rate structure over these areas is to be expected since the 
trucking services are mobile. Truckers can operate from practically any 
point, and in fact, most follow the season from its start in Florida until 
it ends in the northern producing areas. Different trucking firms would 
also have about the same cost for a truck of any given size. Rates ap­
parently are established for a season, which gives them further stability.
Because of the rate stability over time, and within and between 
areas, truck rates from Louisiana were used in developing a rate model.
It was necessary to estimate charges for those routes used infrequently 
or for potential routes where races were not available.
2
The Interstate Commerce Act exempts motor carriers of agricultural 
commodities (including manufactured products thereof) from economic regu­
lation by the Interstate Commerce Commission. Economic regulation in­
cludes control over who may engage in trucking, routes or areas to be 
served, and rates to be charged.
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The rate base used to estimate rates was a rate per mile for a car­
load equivalent. This was established by taking an average of the rates 
quoted for each size truck. The procedure was to determine for each size 
truck a rate per flat per mile then multiply this by 1,400 (number of 
flats per carload equivalent). The average of these rates was .5648 
dollars per mile for a carload equivalent. This rate is all inclusive 
since the trucker is responsible for load insurance, unloading, and re­
frigeration.
Carload equivalent rates were computed by multiplying the average 
rate times the distance between producing areas and consuming areas. Mile­
ages were taken from an atlas (Appendix Table 5). This rate was increased 
by $28 per carlot or two cents per flat that shippers pay if the trucker 
meets specific conditions related to safe arrival. Most shipments had 
this cost added. Truck rates are presented in Appendix Table 6.
California rates are lower than those for the other areas because 
trucks loaded in California are solid loaded. Other areas leave air spaces 
in their loads to make refrigeration more effective. Solid loading in­
creases the load a given truck can carry thus reducing the rate per carload 
equivalent.
Least Cost Rates
Since the purpose of this study is optimization of net revenue to 
strawberry producers, the minimum rate, truck or rail, between the produc­
ing and consuming centers was selected. These are shown in Table 9. Of 
the 230 rates computed, in only 19 instances was the rail rate lower than 
the truck rate. The shortest distance at which the truck rate exceeded
Table 9. Estimated Least Cost Transportation Charges per Carlot for Strawberries from Specified
Shipping Points to Specified Consuming Centers, 1963
Consuming  Shipping points_______________
center_____________ Ala. Ark. Cal. Fla._____ La._____ Md. N.C.____ Tenn. Tex._____ Va.
--------------------------------------- Dollars------------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D.
118 300
471 620
56 227
697 844
369 428
269 411
404 546
408 249
768 583
413 553
419 266
1,193 1,018
211 353
586 507
256 303
577 724
526 679
449 569
1,485 1,309
440 264
1,383 1,181
1,518 1,132
450 599
910 292
1,190 584
840 337
1,190 807
840 687
910 548
910 670
560 644
490 1,063
840 693
560 731
20 1,397
840 516
700 902
807 393
1,190 689
1,190 638
980 638
560 1,405
700 605
150 1,397
630 1,405
1,190 562
326 457
680 83
234 523
890 252
425 470
473 365
608 282
293 879
736 1,005
600 372
483 678
1,085 1,580
414 427
694 699
61 723
837 153
735 101
629 213
1,253 1,672
384 539
1,127 1,707
1,253 1,629
659 97
267 173
256 439
354 143
482 684
621 281
380 194
432 328
777 420
1,041 683
523 334
699 441
1,545 1,184
406 130
850 506
549 327
315 544
310 494
340 345
1,823 1,391
556 197
1,733 1,369
1,780 1,253
234 418
693 327
942 157
594 418
979 383
771 523
788 358
820 334
218 779
712 1,102
834 425
599 693
901 1,586
752 400
778 752
420 624
978 261
942 212
862 256
1,255 1,725
672 549
951 1,760
1,487 1,681
1,019 137
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The rate base used to estimate rates was a rate per mile for a car­
load equivalent. This was established by taking an average of the rates 
quoted for each size truck. The procedure was to determine for each size 
truck a rate per flat per mile then multiply this by 1,400 (number of 
flats per carload equivalent). The average of these rates was .5648 
dollars per mile for a carload equivalent. This rate is all inclusive 
since the trucker is responsible for load insurance, unloading, and re­
frigeration.
Carload equivalent rate6 were computed by multiplying the average 
rate times the distance between producing areas and consuming areas. Mile­
ages were taken from an atlas (Appendix Table 5). This rate was increased 
by $28 per carlot or two cents per flat that shippers pay if the trucker 
meets specific conditions related to safe arrival. Most shipments had 
this cost added. Truck rates are presented in Appendix Table 6.
California rates are lower than those for the other areas because 
trucks loaded in California are solid loaded. Other areas leave air spaces 
in their loads to make refrigeration more effective. Solid loading in­
creases the load a given truck can carry thus reducing the rate per carload 
equivalent.
Least Cost Rates
Since the purpose of this study is optimization of net revenue to 
strawberry producers, the minimum rate, truck or rail, between the produc­
ing and consuming centers was selected. These are shown in Table 9. Of 
the 230 rates computed, in only 19 instances was the rail rate lower than 
the truck rate. The shortest distance at which the truck rate exceeded
Table 9. Estimated Least Cost Transportation Charges per Carlot for Strawberries from Specified
Shipping Points to Specified Consuming Centers, 1963
Consuming  Shipping points
center Ala. Ark. Cal. Fla. La. Md. N.C. Tenn. Tex. Va.
Atlanta 118 300 910 292 326 457 267 173 693 327
Baltimore 471 620 1,190 584 680 83 256 439 942 157
Birmingham 56 227 840 337 234 523 354 143 594 418
Boston 697 844 1,190 807 890 252 482 684 979 383
Chicago 369 428 840 687 425 470 621 281 771 523
Cincinnati 269 411 910 548 473 365 380 194 788 358
Cleveland 404 546 910 670 608 282 432 328 820 334
Dallas 408 249 560 644 293 879 777 420 218 779
Denver 768 583 490 1,063 736 1,005 1,041 683 712 1,102
Detroit 413 553 840 693 600 372 523 334 834 425
Kansas City 419 266 560 731 483 678 699 441 599 693
Los Angeles 1,193 1,018 20 1,397 1,085 1,580 1,545 1,184 901 1,586
Louisville 211 353 840 516 414 427 406 130 752 400
Minneapolis 586 507 700 902 694 699 850 506 778 752
New Orleans 256 303 807 393 61 723 549 327 420 624
New York 577 724 1,190 689 837 153 315 544 978 261
Philadelphia 526 679 1,190 638 735 101 310 494 942 212
Pittsburgh 449 569 980 638 629 213 340 345 862 256
Portland 1,485 1,309 560 1,405 1,253 1,672 1,823 1,391 1,255 1,725
St. Louis 440 264 700 605 384 539 556 197 672 549
San Francisco 1,383 1,181 150 1,397 1,127 1,707 1,733 1,369 951 1,760
Seattle 1,518 1,132 630 1,405 1,253 1,629 1,780 1,253 1,487 1,681
Washington, D. C. 450 599 1,190 562 659 97 234 418 1,019 137
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the rail rate was about 1,800 miles. This does not include the special
rail rate Louisiana has to Chicago.
Louisiana Rates
Table 10 shows a comparison of rail and truck rates for strawberry 
shipment from Louisiana to various consuming centers. In only four in­
stances were rail rates below truck rates. Three of these were to west 
coast markets that are in excess of 2,000 miles from Hammond. These ex­
tremely long hauls are those in which rail shipment is expected to have 
advantages. The other market is Chicago for which Louisiana has a special 
rate.
Most of those points historically served by Louisiana have truck 
rates significantly below the rail rate. In practice, rail shipments are 
sometimes made to consuming centers when truck movement would be less 
costly. These are made because some shippers prefer rail and at times 
rail cars may already be on hand.
Adjusted Transportation Rates
Transportation costs are expected to increase in the future. For 
the long-run situations C and D, transportation costs were adjusted to 
1965 levels.
Railroads were granted a 10 percent increase in rates on straw­
berries for the 1965 season. Additionally, they were allowed to increase 
the charge for protective services by 20 percent. These rates are shown 
in Appendix Table 7. Truck rates were increased by one cent per mile 
on each given truck size in 1965. Rates were recomputed in the same
52
Table 10. Estimated Transportation Charges for Strawberries and 
Shipping Distance from Hammond, Louisiana to Specified 
Consuming Centers, 1963
Consuming
center
Transportation charges 
per carload*- 
Rail 3 Truck
Shipping
distance^
------- --Miles—
Atlanta 298 528
Baltimore 837 652 1,155
Birmingham 206 364
Boston 890 878 1,554
Chicago 425 493 872
Cincinnati 647 445 788
Cleveland 752 580 1,027
Dallas 595 265 470
Denver 947 708 1,254
Detroit 752 572 1,013
Kansas City 704 455 806
Los Angeles 1,127 1,057 1,872
Louisville 647 386 684
Minneapolis 774 666 1,180
New Orleans 33 58
New York 837 814 1,442
Philadelphia 837 707 1,252
Pittsburgh 792 601 1,064
Portland 1,253 1,427 2,527
St. Louis 597 356 631
San Francisco 1,127 1,260 2,231
Seattle 1,253 1,468 2,599
Washington, D. C. 837 631 1,117
^The charges are based on 1,400 12-pint flat per carload, 
including refrigeration charges.
2
Mileage from Hammond, Louisiana.
% o  rates quoted for some points.
Source: Railway Express Agency and shippers operating in the straw­
berry area.
I
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manner as for the 1963 rates. A rate per flat per mile for each size truck 
was obtained by dividing the capacity of the truck into the rate per mile. 
This was multiplied by 1,400, the number of flats per carlot equivalent, 
to obtain the rate. Again the two cents bonus per flat, $28 per carlot 
equivalent, for safe delivery was added. The rates are presented in 
Appendix Table 8. The average charge was .5775 cents per mile per carlot 
equivalent,
Least Cost Rates
For the least cost rates the adjusted rail and truck rates were com­
pared. The smaller of the two was selected for use in determining optimum 
allocation of strawberries. The rail rate was less than the truck rate 
for only 22 of the 230 rates computed. The shortest distance in which 
rail rates were below truck rates, again excluding the special Louisiana 
rate to Chicago, was about 1,400 miles (Table 11).
Louisiana Rates
The increase in rates did not change the least cost mode of transport­
ation for Louisiana strawberries. The three west coast markets and 
Chicago still could be reached more cheaply by rail than by truck 
(Table 12).
Table 11. Least Cost Transportation Charges for Strawberries from Specified Shipping Point to
Specified Consuming Center Adjusted to 1965 Level of Rates
Consuming
center
Producing: area
Ala. Ark. Cal. Fla. La. Md. N.C. Tenn. Tex. Va.
K  4  4
Atlanta 120 306 930 299 333 467 272 176 708 334
Baltimore 481 634 1,288 596 695 84 261 448 1,036 160
Birmingham 56 232 858 344 238 534 362 146 607 427
Boston 712 862 1,309 824 925 257 492 699 1,077 391
Chicago 378 437 858 703 467 480 634 287 848 534
Cincinnati 274 420 930 560 483 372 388 197 832 365
Cleveland 412 558 930 685 621 287 442 335 912 341
Dallas 417 254 572 657 299 898 794 429 325 696
Denver 784 596 501 1,086 752 1,026 1,064 728 727 1,126
Detroit 421 564 858 708 613 380 534 340 917 433
Kansas City 428 272 572 746 493 693 714 348 611 726
Los Angeles 1,219 1,040 22 1,465 1,109 1,614 1,579 1,210 929 1,621
Louisville 215 361 858 527 423 436 415 132 768 408
Minneapolis 599 518 715 921 709 714 868 517 856 768
New Orleans 261 309 825 401 61 738 561 334 429 637
New York 589 740 1,288 704 861 156 322 556 1,097 266
Philadelphia 537 694 1,288 652 751 102 317 504 1,036 216
Pittsburgh 459 581 1,001 652 642 217 347 352 948 257
Portland 1,518 1,338 572 1,545 1,378 1,709 1,863 1,422 1,381 1,763
St. Louis 450 269 715 618 392 550 567 201 696 561
San Francisco 1,413 1,207 153 1,537 1,240 1,745 1,771 1,400 1,046 1,799
Seattle 1,551 1,245 643 1,545 1,398 1,665 1,819 1,398 1,520 1,718
Washington, D. C. 459 612 1,092 574 673 99 239 426 1,042 139
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Table 12. Transportation Charges for Strawberries and Shipping
Distances from Louisiana to Specified Consuming Centers, 
Adjusted to 1965 Levels of Rates
Transportation charges
Consuming ______ per carload^-_________  Shipping
center_________________ Rail 3 Truck__________ distance
--Miles—
Atlanta 333 528
Baltimore 921 695 1,115
Birmingham 238 364
Boston 979 925 1,554
Chicago 467 532 872
Cincinnati 712 483 788
Cleveland 827 621 1,027
Dallas 655 299 470
Denver 1,042 752 1,254
Detroit 827 613 1,013
Kansas City 775 493 806
Los Angeles 1,240 1,109 1,872
Louisville 712 423 684
Minneapolis 849 709 1,180
New Orleans 61 58
New York 921 861 1,442
Philadelphia 921 751 1,252
Pittsburgh 871 642 1,064
Portland 1,378 1,487 2,527
St. Louis 657 392 631
San Francisco 1,240 1,316 2,231
Seattle 1,378 1,529 2,599
Washington, D. C. 921 673 1,117
^Charges are based on 1,400 12-pint flat per carload, 
including refrigeration charges.
Mileage from Hammond, Louisiana. 
*No rates quoted for some points.
CHAPTER V
OPTIMUM DISTRIBUTIONS OF STRAWBERRIES
The results of the distributions for the situations described in 
Chapter I are presented in this chapter. For these analyses, the demand 
functions, supply estimates, and transportation costs developed in pre­
vious sections were used as inputs in the analytical model presented in 
Chapter I.
To facilitate study of the pattern of competition within a season, 
the season was divided into three periods. In early season, during 
which Louisiana is beginning production, the major competing areas are 
California, Florida, and Texas. During midseason, the period of volume 
production in Louisiana, the other producing areas are Alabama, Arkansas, 
California, North Carolina, and Tennessee. During late season, when 
Louisiana volume begins to decrease, the competitors are Alabama, 
Arkansas, California, Maryland, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia. 
In the 1963 season the early, mid, and late season periods were of four, 
four, and three weeks duration, respectively. During any particular 
season the same general pattern of producing area competition will 
exist.
The 23 consuming centers were divided into five regional groups 
for analysis of intraseason shipping patterns. See Table 14 for the 
cities included in each group.
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For this study an optimum distribution is defined as the distribution 
of the supply of strawberries that maximizes net returns to all produc­
tion areas under conditions of perfect competition.
Situation A - Optimum 1963
Louisiana shipped 293.3 carlot equivalents of strawberries about half 
of a normal crop, during the 11-week 1963 season. This was 8.8 percent of 
the total strawberry unloads at the 23 consuming centers during this 
period. The average net revenue, wholesale price less transportation, was 
$5,141 per carlot, and the total revenue was $1,507,839 for Louisiana.
This quantity optimally distributed would have resulted in a net revenue 
per carlot of $5,102 or a total net revenue to the Louisiana industry of 
$1,496,543 (Table 13). For all practical purposes Louisiana was oper­
ating at the optimum distribution during the 1963 season.
A given production area may show less net revenue with a computed 
"optimum" shipping pattern than it might from the actual distribution.
This is possible when the gain obtained by moving to an "optimum" pattern 
is more than offset by competitive forces generated by other areas 
simultaneously adjusting to their optimum pattern. Even though it would 
appear to result in lost revenue, the "optimum" shipping pattern would 
be the best the area could achieve when all areas shift to an optimum. 
Under these circumstances any other shipping pattern would result in 
still less revenue for the given production area.
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Table 13. Actual and Optimum Distribution, Net Revenue, and Estimated
Receipts for Louisiana Strawberries with Optimum Distribution
from Competing Areas, 1963 Louisiana Season^
Consuming ReceiDts from all areas ReceiDts from Louisiana
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 50.5 34.8 1.2 9.4
Baltimore 88.2 92.1 .8 15.7
Birmingham 40.1 13.0 3.5 5.7
Boston 90.2 179.0 1.0 3.6
Chicago 237 .0 228.0 47.9 140.9
Cincinnati 146.5 92.6 53.6 22.1
Cleveland 83.3 120.0 4.0 6.7
Dallas 71.2 157 .1 12 .9 3.6
Denver 107.8 212.6
Detroit 101.7 63.2 U . 2
Kansas City 81.6 73.8 6.9 .1
Los Angeles 783.7 503.8
Louisville 30.7 37.2 12.3 14.2
Minneapolis 88.2 323.3
New Orleans 83.5 17.3 78.9 17.3
New York 297 .6 350.6 11.8
Philadelphia 196.4 109.3 8.9 15.7
Pittsburgh 93.7 79.4 22.3 20.4
Portland 63.5 84.4
St. Louis 154.7 116.5 16.1 13.8
San Francisco 274.1 228.8
Seattle 115.6 184.9
Washington, D. C. 50.8 28.9 4.1
Total 3,330.6 3,330.6 293.3 293.3
Net revenue 
(dollars) 14 ,833,933.6 15 ,754,448.2 1, 507,839.4 1,496,543.2
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized 
net revenue to all production areas (as a group) under conditions of 
perfect competition.
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Early Season
The effect of competition from various producing areas on Louisiana's 
shipment pattern is shown in Table 14. During early season, under the 
optimum distribution, the Midwest would have received 90 percent of 
Louisiana's supply. Chicago, St. Louis, Cincinnati, and Louisville, 
would have received the larger amounts. This reflects Louisiana's trans­
portation advantage to the markets in the Midwest. Only about 5 percent 
of the shipments would have been made to the southern markets. California 
supplies would block the western markets and Florida supplies would go to 
the southern and eastern markets.
Midseason
During midseason, shipments of Louisiana supplies to midwestern mar­
kets would have decreased to 68 percent (Table 14). Chicago, Cincinnati, 
and Pittsburgh would have been the large receivers. Shipments to the East 
would have increased to 23 percent while Baltimore and Philadelphia would 
have each received about 9 percent. The South would have received almost 
7 percent of the supplies. Markets in the West would have received only 
2 percent of Louisiana's midseason supplies. As Florida supplies de­
creased and Louisiana's increased, Louisiana would begin to ship into the 
southern and eastern markets in addition to the midwestern markets.
Late Season
In late season, 7 3 percent of Louisiana supplies would have gone to 
Chicago in the Midwest (Table 14). The southern markets, New Orleans,
19 percent, and Birmingham, 6 percent, would have received most of the
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Table 14. Optimum^ Distribution of Louisiana Strawberries by Region,
by Marketing Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
Marketing period
Consuming
region
Early
season
Mid
season
Late
season Total
South 
Atlanta 
Birmingham 
New Orleans
_
3.79
.17
1.38
3.66
.96
2.04
1.60
5.82
19.07
3.21
1.94
5.90
Region total 5.34 6.66 26.49 11.05
East
Baltimore 9.42 5.35
Boston 2.16 1.23
New York
Philadelphia 9.43 5.35
Washington, D. C. 2.46 1.40
Region total 23.47 13.33
Mi dwe s t
Chicago 45.69 38.48 73.22 48.04
Cincinnati 9.83 9.74 .29 7.53
Cleveland 4.31 2.52 2.28
Detroit
Louisville 9.66 5.16 4.84
Pittsburgh 8.62 9.23 6.96
St. Louis 16.38 2.58 4.71
Region total 94.49 67.71 73.51 74.36
West
Dallas 2.16 1.23
Denver
Kansas City .17 .03
Minneapolis
Region total .17 2.16 1.26
Far West
Los Angeles
Portland
San Francisco
Seattle
Region total
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that 
maximized net revenue to all production areas (as a group) under con­
ditions of perfect competition.
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balance. The entry of the late season competitors along the East Coast 
would block Louisiana out of the eastern markets.
California supplies would fill the markets from Denver west during 
the entire season, hence, Louisiana would not ship to those markets.
This distribution is based on the assumption that the other pro­
ducing areas also attained an optimum distribution. The small change in 
net revenue from the actual 1963 distribution to the optimum distribution 
indicated that Louisiana shippers were doing an effective job of distri­
buting their supply of strawberries over the potential markets.
Optimization (i.e., maximization of net returns to all production 
areas) of this situation would have resulted in increased shipments of 
Louisiana strawberries to Atlanta, Baltimore, Birmingham, Boston,
Chicago, Cleveland, Louisville, and Philadelphia. Washington would 
enter as a new market. Shipments to all other consuming centers would 
decrease. Detroit and New York would have dropped out completely. This 
distribution reflects Louisiana's advantage, in terms of transportation 
rates, to the middle western and southern markets. Revenue and distri­
bution patterns for the 11 weeks of the season are presented in 
Appendix Table 23.
Situation B - Doubled Louisiana Volume
An analysis was made of the effect of a normal volume (double the 
1963 crop or 586.6 carlots) of Louisiana strawberries on the distribution 
patterns and net revenues obtained by each of the producing areas. Be­
cause of the elastic demand for strawberries an increase in supplies 
would increase total revenue.
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Under the increased volume situation, Louisiana would have shipped 
586,6 carlot equivalents or 16 percent of the total unloads at the 23 
consuming centers during the Louisiana season. The average net revenue 
per carlot would have been $4,813 and the total net revenue $2,823,076, 
an increase of $1,325,433 over the optimum distribution under 1963 
conditions (Table 15).
Early Season
In the increased volume situation some changes in the intraseason 
shipment pattern for Louisiana strawberries would have occurred 
(Table 16). For the early season period, the Midwest would have received 
about 85 percent of Louisiana's volume. Chicago, St. Louis, Cleveland, 
Cincinnati, and Pittsburgh would have been the more profitable markets. 
Boston, 6.9 percent and Baltimore, 2.5 percent, were the markets in the 
East that would have been included in the distribution. The southern 
markets would have received about 4 percent of Louisiana's shipments and 
Kansas City, in the West, about 1 percent. As the midwestern markets 
were filled with the increased shipments, Louisiana's next alternative 
would have been to the East since California's volume would still preclude 
profitable shipment to the West. Louisiana's transportation advantage 
to the Midwest accounts for the large part of the crop going to the Mid­
west during this part of the season.
Midseason
During midseason 58 percent of the Louisiana strawberries would have 
gone to the Midwest. Chicago, Cleveland, and Cincinnati would have been 
the larger receivers. Shipments to the East would have accounted for a
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Table 15, Optimum^ Distribution, Net Revenue, and Estimated Receipts 
for Louisiana Strawberries with Optimum^ Distribution from 
Competing Areas, Normal Louisiana Volume^
Consuming
center
Receipts from 
all areas
Receipts from 
Louisiana
------ --Carlot equivalents--------
Atlanta 38.5 14.4
Baltimore 98.9 22.8
Birmingham 16.0 12.1
Boston 187.8 74.9
Chicago 263.4 209.7
Cincinnati 109.9 36.9
Cleve1 and 130.7 51.7
Dallas 172.5 5.2
Denver 222.6
Detroit 73.9 2.0
Kansas City 78.8 1.6
Los Angeles 537.2
Louisville 39.1 15.7
Minneapolis 335.7
New Orleans 21.1 21.1
New York 386.6 15.3
Philadelphia 146.9 26.1
Pittsburgh 71.2 31.4
Portland 88.9
St, Louis 132.4 38.9
San Francisco 245.9
Seattle 191.8
Washington, D. C. 34.1 6.8
Total 623.9 586.6
Total revenue 
(dollars) 16.834.312 2.823.076
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that 
maximized net revenue to all production areas (as a group) under con­
ditions of perfect competition,
2
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Table 16. Optimum^- Distribution of Louisiana Strawberries by Region,
by Marketing Period, Normal Louisiana Volume^
Marketing period
Consuming
region
Early
season
Mid
season
Late
season Total
South 
Atlanta 
Birmingham 
New Orleans
-  .
2.41
.52
1.46
3.12
.99
1.65
.87
5.97
10.26
2.46
2.06
3.63
Region total 4.39 5.76 17.10 8.15
East
Balt imor e 2.50 5.97 3.89
Boston 6.90 13.75 15.36 12.78
New York 4.53 2.57
Philadelphia 7.83 4.45
Washington, D. C. 2.04 1.15
Region total 9.40 34.12 15.36 24.84
Midwest
Chicago 30.26 24.79 66.96 35.75
Cincinnati 8.71 7.80 .58 6.29
Cleveland 14.91 10.33 8.81
Detroit 1 . 2 1 .18 .34
Louisville 5.17 2.91 2 . 6 8
Pittsburgh 8.79 6.37 5.35
St. Louis 15.78 6.18 6.63
Region total 84.83 58.56 67.54 65.85
West
Dallas 1.56 .89
Denver
Kansas City 1.38 .27
Minneapolis
Region total 1.38 1.56 1.16
Far West
Los Angeles
Portland
San Francisco
Seattle
Region total
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that 
maximized net revenue to all production areas (as a group) under con­
ditions of perfect competition.
2
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
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third of the volume, with Boston receiving 14 percent. Southern and 
western markets would have received about 6  and 1.5 percent, respectively. 
As in the early season, the increased volume would have caused a shift 
in the distribution pattern, putting more of the Louisiana berries in 
the eastern markets.
Late Season
In the late season about two-thirds of Louisiana's shipments would 
have gone to Chicago in the Midwest and one-sixth to Boston in the East. 
The other sixth would have gone to the southern markets, particularly 
New Orleans. The entry of the late season competitors decreases the pro­
fitability of most of the eastern markets and as a result Louisiana would 
turn to the Midwest and South.
The far west markets would have received no shipments from Louisiana 
during the season.
The optimum distribution of supplies with the Louisiana volume in­
creased was not greatly different from the optimum distribution of the 
1963 crop. The major markets would continue to be in the Midwest but the 
eastern markets would become more important. Detroit and New York would 
become profitable outlets. Unloads in Birmingham, Boston, Cleveland, 
and St. Louis would increase more than proportionately compared to the 
other markets. Most of the markets would increase in volume of straw­
berries unloaded ranging from 40 to 65 percent. Louisville and 
New Orleans, because of their relatively smaller size, would have in­
creased unloads only 10 and 21 percent, respectively.
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Louisiana would still be blocked out of Denver and the west coast 
markets by California's large supplies. Louisiana's dominance of the 
midwestern markets would be intensified and a strong influence on prices 
and distributions in the East Coast markets would occur. Distribution 
patterns for the 1 1  weeks of the three marketing periods are given in 
Appendix Table 33.
Situation C - Adjusted Supplies and 
Transportation Costs
The situation was one in which the 1963 transportation costs were ad­
justed to 1965 levels. The 1963 supply estimates for each production 
area were adjusted to meet expected conditions in the seasons immediately 
following. However, the demand functions used in the 1963 model were re­
tained. A normal supply, about one million crates or just under 600 carlot 
equivalents was used for Louisiana. To reflect decreased California pro­
duction during future Louisiana seasons a supply of approximately 14 
million crates, or about 1,000 carlot equivalents was used for California. 
The 1963 supply estimates were used for the other eight producing areas, 
which assumes unchanged production during future Louisiana seasons. Under 
this distribution 586.6 carlot equivalents of Louisiana strawberries were 
distributed among 18 of the consuming centers (Table 17). The average 
net revenue per carlot would be $5,162. The wholesale value of $3,353,133 
less transportation charges of $325,319 would give a net estimated revenue 
of $3,027,813 to the Louisiana strawberry industry.
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Table 17. Optimum^ Distribution, Net Revenue, and Estimated Receipts
for Louisiana Strawberries with Optimum Distribution^ from
Competing Areas, Adjusted Supplies and Transportation
Costs^
Consuming
center
Receipts from 
all areas
Receipts from 
Louisiana
-------- Carlot equivalents--------
Atlanta 29.5 16.9
Baltimore 82.9 25.5
Birmingham 8 . 0 6 . 6
Boston 164.2 35.6
Chicago 172.4 165.6
Cincinnati 69.5 24.9
Cleveland 103.1 45.9
Dallas 114.5 51.5
Denver 159.6 . 8
Detroit 39.9 23.6
Kansas City 56.6 7.2
Los Angeles 335.2
Louisville 34.5 11.9
Minneapolis 264.5 70.0
New Orleans 12.7 12.7
New York 302.9
Philadelphia 79.5 15.7
Pittsburgh 6 6 . 6 2 2 . 6
Portland 74.1
St. Louis 94.2 45.4
San Francisco 155.0
Seattle 154.0
Washington, D. C. 2 0 . 8 4.2
To tal 2.594.2 586.6
Net revenue 
(dollars) 13.276.704.8 3.027.813.6
1
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that 
maximized net revenue to all production areas (as a group) under con­
ditions of perfect competition.
2
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in the immediate 
season ahead. Transportation cost adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters 
I and IV).
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Early Season
Adjustment of supplies and transportation costs would have materially 
affected the shipping pattern of Louisiana strawberries during the early 
season. Almost 60 percent of the supplies would have gone to the Midwest 
with Chicago taking 18 percent; Cleveland, 12 percent; and St. Louis, 10 
percent. Minneapolis, in the West, would have taken a third of the total 
supplies because of the decreased competition from California. Atlanta, in 
the South, and Baltimore, in the East, would have received small shipments 
(Table 18).
Midseason
During midseason over half of the shipments would have gone to the 
Midwest with Chicago receiving 18 percent, St. Louis, 10 percent, and 
Cleveland, 9 percent. Markets in the West, particularly Dallas and Denver, 
would have received 20 percent of the shipments. Twenty-two percent of 
Louisiana supplies would have gone to the East, 11 percent to Boston. The 
southern markets would have received less than 5 percent of Louisiana's 
supplies. The decrease in California supplies would make it profitable 
for Louisiana to ship to markets in the West. The usual midseason ship­
ments to the East Coast also would have occurred.
Late Season
In late season the Midwest would have received 69 percent of 
Louisiana supplies. Chicago and Detroit receiving 63 percent and 7 per­
cent, respectively, would have been the only two markets. Dallas, in the 
West, would have received 16 percent. The southern markets would have
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Table 18. Optimum^ Distribution of Louisiana Strawberries by Region, 
by Marketing Periods, Adjusted Supplies and Transportation 
Costs^
Marketing period
Consuming
region
Early
season
Mid
season
Late
season Total
South 
Atlanta 
Birmingham 
New Orleans
1.98
.09
.69
-----------Percent---------
2.91 3.57 
.51 3.49 
1.08 6.04
2 . 8 8
1.13
2.16
Region total 2.76 4.50 13.10 6.17
East
Baltimore 4.14 5.64 1.38 4.35
Boston 10.69 6.07
New York
Philadelphia 4.71 2 . 6 8
Washington, D. C. 1.26 .72
Region total 4.14 22.30 1.38 13.82
Midwest
Chicago 18.10 17.95 61.72 28.23
Cincinna ti 4.91 5.76 4.24
Cleveland 12.41 9.46 7.82
Detroit 2.07 3.30 7.42 4.02
Louisville 4.83 1.89 2.03
Pittsburgh 4.23 5.31 3.85
St. Louis 10.95 9.82 7.74
Region total 57.50 53.49 69.14 57.93
West
Dallas 8.70 16. 38 8.78
Denver .24 .14
Kansas City 1.72 1.56 1.23
Minneapolis 33.88 9.21 11.93
Region total
Far West
Los Angeles 
Portland 
San Francisco 
Seattle
35.60 19.71 16.38 22.08
Region total
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that 
maximized net revenue to all production areas under (as a group) 
under conditions of perfect competition.
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in the immediate 
season ahead. Transportation cost adjusted to 1964 levels (Chapters 
I and IV).
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taken 13 percent, with 6  percent going to the East. Again no shipments 
would have been made to the Far West. As the late season competitors 
begin production, Louisiana would ship most of its berries to the Midwest 
and South. Dallas would come in as a significant market because of the 
decreased California supply.
For the most part, this distribution remained similar to the optimum 
distribution with Louisiana volume increased. The new markets, Denver and 
Minneapolis, would be in the West. This waB most likely a result of the 
decrease in California supplies. Atlanta, Baltimore, Dallas, Detroit, 
Kansas City, and St, Louis would have received increased shipments. Mew 
York again dropped out while the other consuming centers decreased their 
receipts.
As in the optimum distributions discussed above, Louisiana would 
have maximized net returns by sending the bulk of its strawberries to the 
midwestern markets. This reflects Louisiana's transportation advantage to 
these large markets. Smaller amounts would be sent to the southern and 
eastern markets. As in all the distributions, the East Coast producing 
areas from Florida to Maryland would dominate the East Coast markets when 
they were in production. California would maintain its strong position 
in the markets in the Far West but would be challenged to a degree in the 
markets in the West by Louisiana. Appendix Table A3 contains the distri­
butions by marketing periods.
Situation D - Adjusted Supplies. Transportation 
Costs and Proiected Demand
For this situation it was assumed that in the long-run, a 10 year 
period for this study; the counteracting forces affecting production in 
Louisiana would offset one another and Louisiana supply would be equal 
to a normal supply of about one million crates or just under 600 carlot 
equivalents. It was also assumed that divergent forces influencing 
California production would balance, resulting in a supply of about 14 
million crates or slightly more than 1,000 carlot equivalents. Supplies 
from other producing areas were assumed unchanged. All of these assump­
tions are the same as in Situation C. Transportation costs were assumed 
at the 1965 level as discussed on page 22. Demand was projected to 1975 
on the basis of population projections.
Under this situation (1975 demand) Louisiana would have shipped
586.6 carlot equivalents of strawberries to 19 of the 23 consuming centers 
The average net revenue would have been $6,747 per carlot equivalent and 
the total net revenue $3,957,578 (Table 19).
Early Season
The projected relative growth in demand in the different consuming 
centers resulted in optimum shipping patterns strikingly different from 
those in the previously discussed situations (Table 20).
In the early season, three-quarters of Louisiana's supplies would
have gone to the West with Denver receiving 39 percent; Minneapolis, 21
percent; and Dallas, 15 percent. About 16 percent would have been 
divided among the four Far West markets. Cleveland and Louisville in
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Table 19. Optimum Distribution, Net Revenue, and Estimated Receipts 
for Louisiana Strawberries with Optimum Distribution from 
Competing Areas, Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs 
Costs,^ and Projected Demand-*
Consuming
center
Receipts from 
all areas
Receipts from 
Louisiana
---------Carlot equivalents--------
Atlanta 37.2 13.5
Baltimore 180.1 33.9
Birmingham 1 . 8 1.3
Boston 1 2 1 . 0 4.8
Chicago 72.6 43.0
Cincinnati 34.7 4.8
Cleveland 73.7 25.9
Dallas 138.7 138.5
Denver 266.7 139.4
Detroit 1 1 . 2
Kansas City 11.4 . 2
Los Angeles 726.8 12.5
Louisville 50.4 15.0
Minneapolis 186.2 57.4
New Orleans 12.4 12.4
New York 183.1
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh 4.5
Portland 45.4 25.2
St. Louis 10.9 7.1
San Francisco 348.4 27.6
Seattle 57.4 20.9
Washington, D. C. 19.6 3.2
Total 2.594.2 586.6
Net revenue
(dollars) 18.311.304 3,957.578
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that 
maximized net revenue to all production areas (as a group) under con­
ditions of perfect competition.
2
Supplies adjusted to meet expected long-run conditions and 
transportation costs adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
Demand projected to 1975.
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Table 20. Optimum^- Distribution of Louisiana Strawberries by Region, 
by Marketing Period, Adjusted Supplies and Transportation 
Costs,^ and Projected Demand^
Marketing period
Consuming Early Mid Late
region season season season total
------
South
Atlanta 2.4 3.9 2.3
Birmingham 1.0 .2
New Orleans .4 1.1 6.1 2.1
Region total .4 3.5 11.0 4.6
East
Baltimore 10.2 5.8
Boston 1.4 .8
New York
Philadelphia
Washington, D. C. 1.0 .6
Region total 12.6 7.2
Mi dwe s t
Chicago 5.0 19.2 7.3
Cincinnati 1.4 .8
Cleveland 3.9 6.3 4.4
Detroit
Louisville 3.8 3.2 2.6
Pittsburgh
St. Louis .1 5.1 1.2
Region total 7.7 16.0 24.3 16.3
West
Dallas 15.2 14.9 51.8 23.6
Denver 39.4 24.7 8.2 23.7
Kansas City .1 . 1
Minneapolis 20.8 10.0 9.8
Region total 75.4 49.7 60.0 57.2
Far West
Los Angeles 6.2 1.6 2.1
Portland 3.2 4.5 4.7 4.3
San Francisco 3.1 7.2 4.7
Seattle 4.0 4.9 3.6
Region total 16.5 18.2 4.7 14.7
t—
1
o ft a distribution is defined as the distribution that maxi-
mized net revenues to all production areas (as a group) under conditions
of perfect competition.
Supplies adjusted to meet expected long-run conditions and trans­
portation costs adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
3
Demand projected to 1975.
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the Midwest each would have received about 4 percent. Less than 1 per­
cent of the shipments would have gone to the South and none to the East. 
The relatively greater projected increase in demand in the West and Far 
West explains the shift from the traditional concentration of shipments 
to the midwestern markets.
Midseason
In midseason, Denver, Dallas, and Minneapolis in the West would 
have taken about half the supplies. The Far West would have received 18 
percent and the Midwest, mostly Cleveland and Chicago, would have taken 
16 percent. The East would have received about 13 percent and the South 
about 3 percent. As California supplies increase and Florida's decrease, 
Louisiana would begin shipping to the East.
Late Season
Entry of the late season competitors would again cause Louisiana to 
stop shipping to the East. Dallas and Denver in the West would take 
three-fifths of Louisiana's late season supplies. Chicago and St. Louis 
in the Midwest would have received about one quarter. Southern markets 
would have taken about 10 percent and Portland in the Far West almost 
5 percent.
In this distribution almost three-fifths of Louisiana's season's 
supply would have gone to markets in the West. Fourteen percent would 
have gone to the Far West. Only 16 percent would have gone to the Mid­
west. The southern and eastern markets would have received about 5 and 
7 percent, respectively.
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The only difference in this distribution and the previous one is due 
to the estimated changes in the demand functions. As the demand increases 
relatively more in the West and Far West, less Louisiana strawberries will 
go into the Midwest, South, and East and more to the West.
Optimum Distributions For The Industry
Situation A - Optimum 1963
During the 11 week 1963 Louisiana strawberry season, a total of
3,330.6 carlot equivalents were unloaded in the 23 consuming centers. These 
unloads had a wholesale value of $16,197,795. Transportation costs were 
$1,363,880 leaving a net revenue of $14,833,933 to the producing areas 
(Table 21). The same volume distributed in an optimum manner would have 
had a wholesale value of $17,227,093, 6  percent higher; transportation cost 
of $1,472,644, 8  percent higher; and a net revenue of $15,754,449, 6  per­
cent higher.
In this situation Louisiana showed an increase in transportation costs 
and a decrease in net returns. Other areas would benefit slightly and some 
considerably. Alabama and Arkansas would increase net revenue in excess 
of 30 percent, Maryland and Tennessee more than 20 percent, and Virginia 
more than 10 percent. The other areas showed only slight changes in net 
revenues (Table 22). For a comparison of the change in net revenue to 
each producing area by marketing periods see Appendix Tables 9 to 18.
Adoption of the optimum distribution would have resulted in changes 
in the volume of unloads at the various consuming centers (Table 23). The 
available supply in each time period was distributed before the maximum 
marginal net revenue became negative, therefore, total unloads did not
Table 21. Summary of Value, Costs and Returns for Strawberries for all Producing Areas Among 
23 United States Consuming Centers, 1963 Louisiana Season
Volune in Wholesale value in Transportation Net returns in
Producing carlot consuming centers _________cost_________ producing areas
area___________ equivalents Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
----------------------------------Dollars-------------------------------
Alabama 37.9 139,510 190,105 3,476 7,600 136,055 182,505
Arkansas 178.8 672,315 924,107 59,439 81,431 612,876 842,676
California 2,059.3 9,881,245 10,263,936 891,749 936,432 8,989,496 9,327,504
Florida 259.0 1,532,831 1,585,998 155,879 179,261 1,376,952 1,406,737
Louisiana 293.3 1,618,991 1,629,640 111,151 133,097 1,507,839 1,496,543
Maryland 39.2 163,137 200,750 6,914 9,010 156,223 191,739
North Carolina 141.9 726,642 781,326 43,725 44,740 682,917 7 36,587
Tennessee 129.6 522,827 654,475 30,506 34,030 492,320 620,445
Texas 49.0 296,437 276,677 26,569 15,303 269,868 261,374
Virginia 142.6 643,860 720,079 34,740 31,740 609,387 688,339
Total 3,330.6 16,197,795 17,227,093 1,363,880 1,472,644 14,833,933 15,754,449
Net difference 
(dollars) 1,029,298 108,764 920,316
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Table 22. Net Revenue to Producing Areas for Strawberries Under
Actual and Optimum^ Distribution Patterns, 1963 Louisiana 
Season
Producing
area
Net 
Ac tual
revenue
Optimum
Net change 
from actual 
to optimum
T~k 1 1 Percent
Alabama 136,055 182,505 46,450 34.1
Arkansas 612,876 842,676 229,800 37.4
California 8,989,496 9,327,504 338,008 3.8
Florida 1,376,952 1,406,737 29,785 . 2
Louisiana 1,507,839 1,496,543 -11,296 - . 1
Maryland 156,223 191,739 35,516 22.7
North Carolina 682,917 736,586 53,669 7.8
Tennessee 492,320 620,444 128,124 26.0
Texas 269,868 261,374 -8,494 -3.1
Virginia 609.387 688.339 78.952 12.9
Total revenue 14,833,933 15,754,447 920,514 6 . 2
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that 
maximized net revenue to all production areas (as a group) under con­
ditions of perfect competition.
change. The largest increase in unloads was 235 carlots in Minneapolis 
and the greatest decrease was 280 carlots in Los Angeles. Percentage 
change ranged from an increase of 266 in Minneapolis to a decrease of 79 
in New Orleans. With the exception of Boston, those consuming centers 
showing the largest increases were in the West. This change probably 
occurred because of the size of these markets plus their proximity to 
Louisiana and California.
Patterns of shipment and net prices per carlot for each marketing 
period are presented in Appendix Tables 19 through 28. In general, the 
distributions conform to the northerly and easterly movement of supplies 
from production areas to consuming centers.
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Table 23. Unloads of Strawberries in Specified Consuming Centers
with Actual and Optimum^ Distributions from all Producing
Areas, 1963 Louisiana Season
Consuming
center
Receipts from 
all areas 
Actual Optimum
Net change 
from actual 
to optimum
------- Carlot equivalents— Percent
Atlanta 50.5 34.8 -15.7 -31.1
Baltimore 8 8 . 2 92.1 3.9 4.4
Birmingham 40.1 13.0 -27.1 -67.6
Boston 90.2 179.0 8 8 . 8 98.4
Chicago 237.0 228.0 - 9.0 - 3.8
Cincinnati 146.5 92.6 -53.9 -36.8
Cleveland 83.3 1 2 0 . 0 36.7 44.0
Dallas 71.2 157.1 85.9 1 2 0 . 6
Denver 107.8 2 1 2 . 6 104.8 97.2
Detroit 101.7 63.2 -38.5 -37.8
Kansas City 81.6 73.8 -7.8 -9.6
Los Angeles 783.7 503.8 -279.9 -35.7
Louisville 30.7 37.2 6.5 2 1 . 2
Minneapolis 8 8 . 2 323.3 235.1 266.5
New Orleans 83.5 17.3 -6 6 . 2 -79.3
New York 297.6 350.6 53.0 17.8
Philadelphia 196.4 109.3 -87.1 -44.3
Pittsburgh 93.7 79.4 -14.3 -15.3
Portland 63.5 84.4 20.9 32.9
St. Louis 154.7 116.5 -38.2 -24.7
San Francisco 274.1 228.8 -45.3 -16.5
Seattle 115.6 184.9 69.3 59.9
Washington, D. C. 50.8 28.9 -21.9 -43.1
Total unloads 3,330.6 3,330.6
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that 
maximized net revenue to all production areas (as a group) under con­
ditions of perfect competition.
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Alabama's shipments would go primarily to Atlanta and Birmingham with 
some supplies moving into the larger East Coast markets.
St. Louis, New York, and Cincinnati would be major markets for 
Arkansas strawberries. Washington and Baltimore would receive some volume 
while the midwestern markets would take the remainder of the Arkansas 
supply.
California would be the sole supplier of the markets from Denver to 
the West. Boston, Dallas, and Minneapolis also would be dominated by large 
California supplies. Other eastern and midwestern markets would take
California berries in volume as the other production areas begin to exhaust
their supplies. East coast producing areas would block California out of 
the Baltimore, New York, and Washington markets. The southern areas con­
trolled the southern markets.
Florida's peak production comes before the other areas, hence, they 
would ship to markets that are dominated by other areas later in the season. 
The East Coast markets from Baltimore to Boston would receive the bulk of 
Florida's supply. Early in the season Florida would make shipments to a 
scattering of southern and midwestern markets.
Maryland, North Carolina, and Virginia are late season competitors 
for Louisiana. Under the optimum distribution these areas would ship to
the East Coast, from Philadelphia North.
Tennessee begins production during the peak of the Louisiana season. 
With small exceptions, Tennessee would place its supplies in the mid- 
western markets of Cincinnati, Cleveland, Louisville, and Pittsburgh.
In its early season competition with Louisiana, Texas would move 
most of its supplies into Dallas under the optimum distribution pattern.
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Situation B “ Doubled Louisiana Volume
Doubling Louisiana's volume for the 1963 season (to a "normal" 
supply) would have increased total unloads to 3,623.9 carlot equivalents. 
Distributing this supply optimally would have increased net revenue to 
the industry by $1,079,764 or 6 . 8  percent (Table 24). Those areas with 
fixed supplies would receive less revenue. Although the price per carlot 
would decrease for Louisiana, net revenue would increase by $1,326,533 or
8 8 . 6  percent.
The increase in Louisiana supplies would not affect the shipment pat­
terns of the producing areas greatly. Unloads at all but two of the con­
suming centers would increase. A summary of the optimum distribution 
patterns and net revenues for each marketing period are given in Appendix 
Tables 29 through 38.
Situation £  - Ad justed Supplies and Transportation Costs
This situation would affect the net income to the producing areas in 
different ways. California, under the assumption of decreased volume as 
a result of decreased labor supply, would show a decrease in net revenue 
compared to the situations previously examined (Table 25).
All of the other producing areas would have increased in net income. 
Since California, under this situation, services primarily the West Coast 
markets, the other producing areas would realize higher returns from 
their shipments to other markets. Transportation costs would increase 
but revenues would increase even more. The distribution patterns of all 
producing areas are shown in Appendix Tables 39 through 48.
Table 24. Summary of Estimated Value, Costs and Returns for Strawberries for all Producing Areas
Among 23 United States Consuming Centers, with Normal Louisiana Volume^
Producing
area
Volume in 
carlot 
equivalents
Wholesale value 
in consuming centers
Transportation
cost
Net returns in 
producing areas
_ i 1
Alabama 37.9 190,944 11,404 179,540
Arkansas 178.8 900,412 82,820 817,592
California 2,059.3 10,054,691 900,614 9,154,077
Florida 259.0 1,569,771 178,113 1,391,658
Louisiana 586.6 3,133,219 310,143 2,823,076
Maryland 39.2 196,734 6,209 190,525
North Carolina 141.9 769,353 44,539 724,814
Tennessee 129.6 648,467 36,972 611,495
Texas 49.0 273,097 14,227 258,870
Virginia 142.6 715,274 32,609 682,665
Total 3,623.9 18,451,962 1,617,650 16,834,312
1
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Table 25. Summary of Estimated Value, Costs and Returns for Strawberries for all Producing Areas 
Among 23 United States Consuming Centers, Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs
Producing
area
Volume in 
carlot 
equivalents
Wholesale value 
in consuming centers
Transportation
cost
Net returns in 
producing areas
""DO113rS“ — — — —
Alabama 37.9 209,662 15,470 194,192
Arkansas 178.8 961,476 69,992 891,484
California 1,029.6 5,470,957 360,303 5,110,654
Florida 259.0 1,603,233 190,565 1,412,668
Louisiana 586.6 3,353,133 325,320 3,027,813
Maryland 39.2 213,169 7,656 205,513
North Carolina 141.9 811,803 46,018 765,785
Tennessee 129.6 701,156 34,368 666,788
Texas 49.0 285,802 23,747 262,055
Virginia 142.6 776.586 36.833 739,752
Total 2,594.2 14,386,975 1,110,272 13,276,703
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in the immediate season ahead. 
Transportation cost adjusted to 1964 levels (See Chapters I and IV).
00
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Situation D - Adjusted Supplies. Transportation Costs. and 
Projected Demand
Shifts in the demand curve directly affect the net revenue to the 
producing regions. In this situation the net revenue would increase for 
all areas compared to Situation C discussed above (Table 26).
All of the East Coast producing areas, Maryland, North Carolina, and 
Virginia, would continue to send most of their supplies to the East Coast 
markets. Florida would send its supplies to the East after Louisiana 
began producing. Alabama would also have sent most of its supplies to 
the East. Tennessee would ship the bulk of its berries to the Midwest. 
Arkansas would concentrate in the West and Texas and California supplies 
would go to the Far West. Appendix Tables 49 through 58 present the 
distribution patterns for the individual producing areas under this 
situation.
Table 26. Summary of Estimated Value, Costs and Returns for Strawberries for all Producing Areas 
Among 23 United States Consuming Centers, Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs,* 
and Projected Demand^
Producing
area
Volume in 
carlot 
equivalents
Wholesale value 
in consuming centers
Transportation
cost
Net returns in 
producing areas
Alabama 37.9 265,058 15,960 249,098
Arkansas 178.9 1,285,391 102,204 1,183,187
California 1,029.6 7,781,971 89,152 7,692,819
Florida 259.0 2,062,751 217,634 1,845,117
Louisiana 586.6 4,339,971 382,393 3,957,578
Maryland 39,2 268,785 8,317 260,468
North Carolina 141.9 1,025,214 45,630 979,584
Tennessee 129.6 901,838 39,067 862,771
Texas 49.0 411,623 50,798 360,825
Virginia 142.6 957.589 37,732 919,857
Total 2,594.2 19,300,191 988,887 18,311,304
Supplies adjusted to meet expected long-run conditions and transportation costs adjusted 
to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
2
Demand projected to 1975.
00
-P-
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary
Changes which have occurred in the strawberry industry in the United 
States have had a major impact on the competitive position of Louisiana 
growers and shippers. Consequently, they face the problem of adjusting 
to these changes. Simultaneous consideration of an array of economic in­
formation affecting demand and markets is required if the most profitable 
solution to the adjustment problem is to be determined.
The purpose of this study was to provide the Louisiana strawberry 
industry with knowledge of the present and future income potentials from 
the sale of fresh strawberries. Specifically, needed adjustments in 
shipping patterns were indicated by comparing net receipts from the actual 
and from an optimum allocation of strawberries from each producing area 
to major consuming centers for a recent period. Additionally, net re­
ceipts from a situation with "normal" supplies under 1963 conditions and 
from two "long-run" situations were estimated. Although the study con­
centrates on the Louisiana industry, information is provided for other 
areas in production during the Louisiana marketing season.
The 1963 Louisiana marketing season was selected as the period for 
study. Basic information used in the analysis included estimates of (1) 
demand functions in the major consuming centers, (2 ) strawberry supplies
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in Louisiana and competing areas, and (3) costs of transporting supplies 
from each producing area to all consuming centers. This information was 
analyzed by the reactive programming technique to determine most profit­
able shipping patterns.
Optimum Distributions for Louisiana
Situation A - Optimum 1963
Louisiana's shipment of 293.3 carlot equivalents of strawberries in 
1963 to 23 markets returned a net revenue of $1,509,839 or $5,141 per 
carlot equivalent. This quantity distributed in an optimum manner, with 
all competing areas changing to the optimum, would have resulted in a net 
revenue of $1,496,543 or $5,102 per carlot equivalent which approximates 
the returns from an optimum distribution for Louisiana.^- In both of these 
distributions the southern and midwestern markets, particularly Chicago, 
were the most profitable for Louisiana.
Early season supplies would have move almost entirely to midwestern 
markets. Two-thirds of the midseason supplies would have been shipped to 
the Midwest and about one-fourth to the eastern markets. Late season 
shipments would have been divided about three-fourths to Chicago in the 
Midwest and one-fourth to the three southern markets.
See page 57 for explanation of apparent discrepancy between 
actual returns and returns under the calculated "optimum."
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Situation B - Doubled Louisiana Volume
Optimum distributions of a more "normal" size crop (586.6 carlots or 
double the 1963 crop) would have resulted in a net return of $2,87 3,076. 
This represents an increase of about 90 percent over the revenue received 
from the 1963 crop. The optimum distribution pattern for Louisiana ship­
ments was not appreciably different from the optimum for the 1963 volume.
In the situation with 1963 Louisiana volume doubled (to a "normal" 
crop), more than four-fifths of the early season supplies would have gone 
to the Midwest and about 10 percent to the eastern markets. Slightly less 
than three-fifths of midseason supplies would have moved to the Midwest 
and about a third to eastern markets. Late season supplies would have 
been divided about two-thirds to the Midwest and one-sixth each to the 
eastern and southern markets.
Situation £  - Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs
An optimum distribution of Louisiana strawberries under a situation 
with 1963 Louisiana supplies doubled and 1963 California supplies halved, 
and transportation costs adjusted to 1965 levels, would have yielded a 
net revenue of $3,027,813 to the Louisiana industry. New markets for 
Louisiana would have included Denver and Minneapolis and shipments to 
markets outside of the Midwest would have increased.
Slightly less than three-fifths of early season supplies would have 
moved to the Midwest and about a third to the markets in the West with the 
remainder going to the East and South. Midseason supplies would have been 
divided about half to the Midwest and one-fifth to the East and West and 
the rest to the South. Two-thirds of the late season shipments would have
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been to the Midwest and the remainder split about evenly between the 
West and South.
Situation D - Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and 
Projected Demand
In a situation with demand projected to 1975, as well as the supply 
and transportation costs adjustments in Situation C, increases in demand 
in the western and far western markets would overcome the high transporta” 
tion cost and make these markets profitable for Louisiana.
In this situation, 75 percent of the early season supplies would have 
been shipped to the West, about 17 percent to the Far West and 8  percent 
to the Midwest. The total net revenue to the Louisiana industry would be 
$3,957,578 or $6,747 per carlot equivalent. Midseason supplies would be 
sent to the West, 50 percent; Far West, 18 percent; Midwest, 16 percent; 
East, 12 percent; and South, 4 percent. Late season supplies would be 
distributed 60 percent to the West, 24 percent to the Midwest, 11 percent 
to the South, and 5 percent to the Far West.
Optimum Distributions for the Industry
Situation A - Optimum 1963
During the 1963 Louisiana season, the 3,3 30.6 carlot equivalents of 
strawberries unloaded at 23 consuming centers yielded a net revenue of 
$14,833,933 to the ten producing areas, including Louisiana. An optimum 
distribution of this volume would have resulted in a net revenue of 
$15,754,449. Arkansas, Alabama, Maryland, and Tennessee would have bene­
fited the most by going to the optimum distribution. Florida and Cali­
fornia would have gained only slightly by going to an optimum distribution.
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Situation B * Doubled Louisiana Volume
An optimum distribution of supplies in a situation with Louisiana 
volume doubled would have increased net revenues to the ten producing 
areas by $1,079,764. All of the areas with supplies fixed at the 1963 
level would receive less revenue. The distribution patterns of the nine 
areas were not materially different from the optimum distribution of the 
1963 crop.
Situation C - Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs
With 1963 California supplies halved, 1963 Louisiana supplies doubled, 
and transportation costs adjusted to 1965 levels, net revenues to Cali­
fornia decreased while net revenues to other areas increased. The optimum 
distribution patterns for all of the areas except California were not af­
fected greatly by the supply and transportation cost adjustments.
Situation D - Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and 
Projected Demand
Addition of 1975 demand projections to the supply and transportation 
adjustments in the situation above, caused the optimum distribution pat­
terns to shift more for the larger producing areas. The east coast pro­
ducing areas would continue to ship to eastern markets while Louisiana 
and Florida would ship more to the West.
Conclusions
This study provides the Louisiana strawberry industry with knowledge 
of present and future income potentials for fresh strawberries as well as 
the market adjustments needed to achieve these potentials.
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The Louisiana industry has gone through periods of growth and decline 
and has apparently leveled off at an annual production of about one million 
crates. Climate will continue to restrict Louisiana to a relatively short 
early spring fresh market season with California as the major competitor. 
The differential between Louisiana's costs of production and those of 
competing areas is expected to decline. The production of berries for 
fresh market rather than for processing will continue to be stressed.
On balance, the demand for fresh strawberries is not expected to de­
crease as in the past. Consumption data indicate that the proportion of 
the strawberry crop used in the fresh and frozen forms has apparently sta­
bilized. As population shifts, demand in the various markets can be ex­
pected to shift also.
Short-Run
Returns to the Louisiana strawberry industry in 1963 of $1.5 million, 
which approximates the returns from the optimum distribution, indicate 
that Louisiana strawberry shippers were doing an effective job in select­
ing the most profitable markets under conditions of short supply. To 
realize these returns under similar conditions in the future shippers 
should continue to concentrate shipments in the midwestern markets 
throughout the season. During midseason and late season the markets in 
the East and South, respectively, will also be profitable.
Under conditions of a more normal supply, about double the 1963 
supply of 293.3 carlot equivalents, net returns of approximately $2.8 
million are possible. To attain these returns, shipments should be 
concentrated in the Midwest and East during early and midseason. In
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late season supplies also could be profitably sent to southern markets. 
Long-Run
If transportation costs remain at 1965 levels and supplies adjust 
to conditions assumed in this study net returns to the Louisiana industry 
over the next few seasons would approach $3 million. Under these condi­
tions the most profitable markets would be in the Midwest during early 
season, the Midwest and East in midseason, and the Midwest and South in 
late season, with additional shipments to Dallas, Denver, Minneapolis, and 
Kansas City in the West during each of the three parts of the season. The 
reduction of supplies in California and the increase in transportation 
costs would cause this shift in marketing patterns.
Under the supply, demand, and transportation cost conditions postu­
lated in this study, net revenue to the Louisiana strawberry industry in 
1975 would be approximately $3.9 million. To gain these returns shipments 
during all three parts of the season, should go to markets in the West. 
Shipments during midseason should be made to the Midwest and East, and 
during late season to the Midwest and South.
The distribution patterns and revenues used in this study are based 
on data available for specified consuming centers in various regions of 
the country. Smaller markets exist near these centers, but information 
concerning them is not reported on a regular basis. Shippers can and 
should continue to evaluate all possible markets, large and small, if 
they are to maximize returns.
The net returns derived in this study resulted from computed allo­
cations of the entire strawberry supply from a production area to various
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markets with the purpose of maximizing income to the group of producing 
areas under conditions of perfect competition. This implies the possi­
bility of coordination in the marketing system for the distribution of 
those supplies. A particular production area may find it difficult to 
achieve such coordination. However, Louisiana, with its small number of 
shippers and concentrated geographic area has the opportunity to coordi­
nate the distribution of its supplies. A Federal Marketing Order is one 
means by which the Louisiana industry could coordinate the marketing 
of its supplies to take advantage of the optimum distribution to maximize 
net revenue from strawberries provided the optimum is known.
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Appendix Table 1. Strawberry Wholesale Price per Carload Equivalent, Specified Consuming Centers,
by Weeks, 1963 Louisiana Season
Consuming  Marketing Periods
Center 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1
Atlanta 5688 5425 6014 5886 5893 5115 4993 4746 4219 3434 4045
Baltimore 5678 5510 5628 7479 8852 6923 5656 5474 4766 4379 3730
Birmingham 5338 5208 5453 5722 6044 5789 4144 3900 3360 3128 3304
Boston 7489 6090 7500 7711 7791 5703 6674 7375 6113 5733 4641
Chicago 5862 6619 6345 5649 6215 5849 5833 4734 4067 4336 4945
Cincinnati 5600 6431 5670 5749 6365 6024 5647 4943 3973 3309 4905
Cleveland 8293 6743 6400 6900 6475 6320 5934 4318 5018 5085 4902
Dallas 6125 6468 6216 5791 4066 5612 6205 5797 5710 5578 5600
Denver 7525 7262 6912 6370 6038 6020 5810 5978 5364 5075 4921
Detroit 6428 5512 5775 6073 6759 5930 4830 4243 3710 4130 5545
Kansas City 7175 6997 6415 6443 6209 5912 4781 3527 2881 2782 5133
Los Angeles 5810 5565 5145 4795 4515 4130 4270 4165 3500 3395 3115
Louisville 5950 7350 7525 7000 6475 6440 5600 5477 3575 3148 3704
Minneapolis 7560 7875 7604 6895 6825 6860 6538 6916 6573 5985 5950
New Orleans 5880 6290 6738 5887 5964 5481 5145 5432 4035 2223 1575
New York 5791 6241 6268 6550 6572 6527 6433 5800 5422 5554 4759
Philadelphia 4754 4855 5843 6505 6796 6578 5836 5805 4774 5288 3555
Pittsburgh 5930 6031 6031 6337 6586 5922 5182 6166 4911 4277 3808
Portland 9888 8525 6738 6309 5831 5684 5222 5250 5019 4543 4585
St. Louis 6200 6790 6590 6139 6275 6327 4339 3476 3281 3173 4225
San Francisco 7525 6212 5845 5355 5050 4655 4410 4130 3920 3325 3430
Seattle 9056 7595 7105 6440 6370 5880 5705 5852 5551 5075 5075
Washington, D. C. 5339 5292 5593 5497 6444 5497 7212 5818 4139 4422 4649
Source: Daily Market News Reporter, Federal-State Market News in each of the consuming
centers.
Appendix Table 2. Strawberry Unloads at Specified Consuming Centers by Weeks, Carload
Equivalents, 1963
Consuming _________________________________ Marketing Periods______________________________
center___________________1______ 2______ 3______ 4______ 5______ 6 ______ 7______ 8 _______ 9_____ 10_____ H
------------------------------- Carload Equivalents----------------------------
Atlanta 3.5 3.1 4.1 3.2 4.8 6.9 2.7 2 . 6 8 . 6 7.2 6 . 2
Baltimore 3.9 4.1 2 . 8 3.4 3.8 6 . 6 3.4 3.9 1 1 . 8 18.5 26.1
Birmingham 1.9 1.3 1.7 2.7 3.4 3.6 2.3 1.9 8 . 8 8.7 3.8
Boston 2.9 1 . 2 3.7 6 . 1 1 0 . 0 8.5 3.3 1 . 0 1 2 . 8 2 0 . 6 2 1 . 1
Chicago 3.3 7.6 1 1 . 1 18.6 17.4 25.6 13.8 9.1 48.1 58.7 58.3
Cincinnati 6.4 5.3 7.8 7.8 12.4 13.6 7.5 9.2 23.3 19.3 37.0
Cleveland 1 . 2 1.5 3.5 6.5 2 . 0 5.5 3.1 3.1 14.5 19.7 22.7
Dallas 2 . 0 4.9 6.9 7.0 6.5 8 . 8 4.2 2 . 2 9.0 13.6 9.4
Denver .9 2.9 4.4 5.7 8 . 1 1 0 . 6 6 . 2 7.5 15.3 11.9 34.3
Detroit 4.5 1.9 3.8 6 . 1 6.7 7.7 5.9 7.5 30.2 17.5 13.3
Kansas City .9 3.6 3.4 4.4 6 . 0 7.1 5.0 2 . 8 26.2 19.4 8 . 2
Los Angeles 18.7 35.1 51.7 80.6 90.1 90.7 67.7 30.9 105.7 105.5 107.0
Louisville 1 . 0 .5 .3 3.3 1.5 3.2 2 . 2 2.4 6.4 9.2 5.2
Minneapolis 1 . 0 2.5 6.7 5.8 13.6 1 1 . 0 1 . 1 4.3 17.1 7.9 17.7
New Orleans 2 . 6 3.9 7.4 9.5 17.4 13.9 4.8 2.3 1 0 . 2 1 0 . 1 1.4
New York 16.9 1 2 . 1 16.3 22.7 18.8 24.5 15.8 1 0 . 1 34.8 53.7 74.0
Philadelphia 9.5 5.5 9.2 15.2 10.4 14.0 8.5 8.5 25.2 39.8 52.5
Pittsburgh 1.9 2 . 8 4.7 6.4 4.5 6 . 2 5.4 5.2 16.2 21.5 26.9
Portland . 8 2.9 2.3 5.0 7.5 4.4 4.9 2.7 12.5 9.4 1 1 . 1
St. Louis 3.5 3.8 4.3 7.8 7.5 15.8 11.5 9.2 51.0 43.2 2 1 . 2
San Francisco 2.4 4.5 6.4 11.4 17.2 28.6 28.1 10.3 44.4 57.8 63.0
Seattle 2 . 1 2 . 8 4.3 7.9 12.7 9.6 1 1 . 8 2.3 18.8 20.7 2 2 . 6
Washington, D. C. 2.7 .7 1 . 8 2.9 2.3 3.5 3.2 1.3 9.7 1 2 . 8 10.5
Source: File on Unloads maintained jointly by SM - 8  Southern Regional Vegetable
Marketing Research Committee and Market News Service.
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Appendix Table 3. Percentage Increase in Population 1960-1975, for
Selected Consuming Centers
Consuming
center
Percentage
increase
Atlanta .28658
Baltimore .39535
Boston .16197
Birmingham .19589
Chicago .18748
Cincinnati .20070
Cleveland .20070
Dallas .30208
Denver .40364
Detroit .16643
Kansas City .12037
Los Angeles .57460
Louisville .13265
Minneapolis .17574
New Orleans .28369
New York .19598
Philadelphia .07739
Pittsburgh .07739
Portland .20350
St. Louis .12037
San Francisco .57460
Seattle .23413
Washington, D. C. .24083
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
Current Population Reports, Population Estimate 
Series P-25, No. 301, February 26, 1965.
Appendix Table 4. Rail Transportation Rates Including Refrigeration Charges from Specified
Producing Areas to Specified Consumer Centers, 1963*-
____________________________________ Producing areas__________________________________
Consuming Cullman Bald Knob Anahiem Tampa Hammond
center____________________Ala.______________ Ark.______________ Cal.________________Fla._________________La.
---------------------------------------- Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta -- -- 1 , 2 0 1 533 --
Baltimore 8 6 8 822 1,190 739 837
Birmingham -- -- 1 , 2 0 1 563 --
Boston 921 848 1,190 863 890
Chicago 671 574 993 798 425
Cincinnati 671 635 1,180 709 647
Cleveland 779 689 1,180 813 752
Dallas -- 842 961 595
Denver -- 729 842 1,223 947
Detroit 779 679 1,180 819 752
Kansas City 724 470 842 887 704
Los Angeles -- -- -- 1,397 1,127
Louisville 671 609 1,180 700 647
Minneapolis -- 620 993 1 , 0 2 1 774
New Orleans -- 561 993 624 --
New York 8 6 8 822 1,190 778 837
Philadelphia 8 6 8 822 1,190 765 837
Pittsburgh 822 726 1,180 815 792
Portland -- -- 662 1,405 1,253
St. Louis 671 405 993 767 597
San Francisco -- -- -- 1,397 1,127
Seattle -- 1,132 758 1,405 1,253
Washington, D. C. -- -- 1,190 728 837
(Continued)
101
Appendix Table 4. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Producing areas
Nashville
Tenn.
Donna
Tex.
Salisbury
Md.2
Wilmington
N.C.2
Norfolk
Va.2
Atlanta -- 1,291 1,084 1,188
Baltimore 822 942 744 1,084 927
Birmingham -- 1,425 1,188 1,291
Boston 848 979 1,084 1,326 1,217
Chicago 566 771 1,425 1,465 1,425
Cincinnati 566 778 1,291 1,291 1,217
Cleveland 669 820 1,156 1,358 1,252
Dallas -- 1,865 1,706 1,769
Denver 892 750 2,148 2,148 2,109
Detroit 566 834 1,326 1,399 1,358
Kansas City 632 672 1,706 1,706 1,671
Los Angeles -- 901 2,777 2,640 2,747
Louisville 541 -- 1,358 1,326 1,291
Minneapolis 718 778 1,706 1,769 1,733
New Orleans -- -- 1,632 1,491 1,569
New York 822 979 862 1,188 1,053
Philadelphia 822 942 744 1,114 927
Pittsburgh 724 862 1,084 1,252 1,156
Portland -- 1,255 2,801 2,858 2,827
St. Louis 539 672 1,510 1,526 1,491
San Francisco -- 951 2,858 2,882 2,858
Seattle 1,253 -- 2,777 2,827 2,801
Washington, D. C. 822 801 1,053 862
1
Computed on basis of 1,400 12-pint flat or 18,500 minimum weight using minimum rate quoted.
2
LCL rate only quoted.
Source: Railway Express Agency.
Appendix Table 5. Approximate Highway Mileage Between Shipping Points and Consuming Centers
Consuming
center
Cullman
Ala.
Bald Knob 
Ark.
Anahiem
Cal.
Tampa
Fla.
Hammond
La.
^ T ii
Atlanta 159 481 2,190 467 528
Baltimore 785 1,049 2,624 984 1,155
Birmingham 49 353 2,038 547 364
Boston 1,184 1,444 3,017 1,379 1,554
Chicago 604 708 2,067 1,169 872
Cincinnati 426 678 2,157 921 788
Cleveland 665 917 2,386 1,137 1,027
Dallas 673 391 1,380 1,090 470
Denver 1,310 983 1,132 1,833 1,254
Detroit 681 929 2,338 1,177 1,013
Kansas City 692 422 1,563 1,244 806
Los Angeles 2,063 1,753 35 2,489 1,872
Louisville 324 576 2,081 864 684
Minneapolis 988 848 1,917 1,547 1,180
New Orleans 403 487 1,880 646 58
New York 972 1,233 2,772 1,170 1,442
Philadelphia 882 1,153 2,691 1,080 1,252
Pittsburgh 746 957 2,404 1,080 1,064
Portland 2,580 2,268 1,029 3,103 2,527
St, Louis 730 417 1,817 1 , 0 2 1 631
San Francisco 2,399 2,041 450 2,831 2,231
Seattle 2,638 2,340 1,205 3,165 2,599
Washington, D. C. 747 1 , 0 1 1 2,624 945 1,117
(Continued)
Appendix Table 5. (Continued)
Consuming
center
Salisbury
Md.
Nashville
Tenn.
Donna
Tex.
Norfolk
Va.
Wilmington
N.C.
Atlanta 760 257 1,178 529 423
Baltimore 98 728 1,793 229 403
Birmingham 876 204 1 , 0 0 2 691 578
Boston 396 1,162 2,192 628 803
Chicago 783 448 1,427 876 1,050
Cincinnati 596 293 1,392 584 623
Cleveland 449 532 1,631 542 716
Dallas 1,507 694 514 1,329 1,326
Denver 1,729 1,160 1 , 2 1 1 1,901 1,794
Detroit 609 541 1,647 702 876
Kansas City 1,151 554 1,009 1,177 1,188
Los Angeles 2,747 2,047 1,560 2,759 2,685
Louisville 707 180 1,281 659 670
Minneapolis 1,188 847 1,467 1,281 1,455
New Orleans 1,230 530 694 1,055 923
New York 2 2 1 915 1,980 413 509
Philadelphia 129 825 1,890 325 500
Pittsburgh 328 562 1,662 396 553
Portland 2,911 2,413 2,520 I 3,004 3,178
St. Louis 904 300 1,157 923 934
San Francisco 2,973 2,375 1,992 3,066 3,018
Seattle 2,835 2,472 2,583 2,926 3 , 1 0 2
Washington, D. C. 123 690 1,755 193 365
Source: Rand McNally and Company. The Commercial and Marketing Guide. "Supplement, Rand
McNally Road Atlas," (Ninety-fifth Edition; New York: Rand McNally and Company,
1964).
Appendix Table 6. Truck Transportation Charges for Strawberries From Specified Shipping Points to
Specified Consuming Centers, 1963^
Consuming
center
Shipping points
Cu 1 lman 
Ala.
Bald Knob 
Ark.
Anahiem
Cal.
Tampa
Fla.
Hammond
La.
Atlanta 118 300 910 292 326
Baltimore 471 620 1,260 584 680
Birmingham 56 227 840 337 234
Boston 697 844 1,400 807 906
Chicago 369 428 840 6 8 8 521
Cincinnati 269 411 910 548 47 3
Cleveland 404 546 910 670 608
Dallas 408 249 560 644 293
Denver 768 583 490 1,063 736
Detroit 413 553 840 693 600
Kansas City 419 266 560 731 483
Los Angeles 1,193 1,018 2 0 1,434 1,085
Louisville 2 1 1 353 840 516 414
Minneapolis 586 507 700 902 694
New Orleans 256 303 807 393 61
New York 577 724 1,260 689 842
Philadelphia 526 679 1,260 638 735
Pittsburgh 449 569 980 638 629
Portland 1,485 1,309 560 1,781 1,455
St. Louis 440 264 700 605 384
San Francisco 1,383 1,181 150 1,627 1.288
Seattle 1,518 1,350 630 1,816 1,496
Washington, D. C. 450 599 1,260 562 659
(Continued).
Appendix Table 6. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Shipping points
Salisbury
Md.
Wilmington
N.C.
Nashville
Tenn,
Donna
Tex.
Norfolk
Va.
** *■ “iJO J. ISLi 5 ^ -fc—™
Atlanta 457 267 173 693 327
Baltimore 83 256 439 1,031 157
Birmingham 523 354 143 594 418
Boston 252 482 684 1,266 383
Chicago 470 621 281 834 523
Cincinnati 365 380 193 814 358
Cleveland 282 432 328 949 334
Dallas 879 777 420 318 779
Denver 1,005 1,041 683 712 1,102
Detroit 372 523 334 958 425
Kansas City 678 699 341 599 693
Los Angeles 1,580 1,545 1,184 909 1,586
Louisville 427 406 130 752 400
Minneapolis 699 850 506 857 752
New Orleans 723 549 327 420 624
New York 153 315 545 1,146 261
Philadelphia 101 310 494 1,096 212
Pittsburgh 213 340 345 967 252
Portland 1,672 1,823 1,391 1,451 1,725
St. Louis 539 556 197 681 549
San Francisco 1,707 1,733 1,369 1,153 1,760
Seattle 1,629 1,780 1,424 1.487 1,681
Washington, D. C. 97 234 418 1,019 137
^Computed on the basis of 1,400 12-pint flats per carload equivalent.
Source; Survey of truckers, shippers and truck brokers in the producing areas.
Appendix Table 7. Adjusted Rail Transportation Rates^
Consuming  Producing areas
center Alabama Arkansas California Florida Louisiana Texas Tennessi
Atlanta 1,321 586
Baltimore 955 904 1,309 813 921 1,036 904
Birmingham - - 1,321 619 - - -
Boston 1,013 933 1,309 949 979 1,077 933
Chicago 738 631 1,092 878 467 848 623
Cincinnati 738 699 1,298 780 712 856 623
Cleveland 857 758 1,298 894 827 902 739
Dallas - 926 1,057 655 — -
Denver - 802 926 1,345 1,042 825 981
Detroit 857 747 1,298 901 827 917 623
Kansas City 796 517 926 976 774 739 695
Los Angeles - - -  - 1,537 1,240 991 -
Louisville 738 670 1,298 770 712 - 595
Minneapolis - 682 1,092 1,123 849 856 790
New Orleans - 617 1,092 6 8 6 - - -
New York 955 904 1,309 857 921 1,077 904
Philadelphia 955 904 1,309 841 921 1,036 904
Pittsburgh 904 799 1,298 897 871 948 796
Portland - - 728 1,545 1,378 1,381 -
St.. Louis 738 445 1,092 844 657 7 39 593
San Francisco - a - 1,537 1,240 1,046 -
Seattle - 1,245 834 1,545 1,378 - 1,378
Washington, D. C. - - 1,092 801 921 - 904
■'"Computed on the basis of 1,400 12-pint flats per carload equivalent.
Appendix Table 8. Adjusted Truck Transportation Costs 1
Consuming
center
Producing areas
Alabama Arkansas California Florida Louisiana
Atlanta 1 2 0 306 1,930 299 333
Baltimore 481 634 1,288 596 695
Birmingham 56 232 858 344 238
Boston 712 862 1,431 824 925
Chicago 378 437 858 703 532
Cincinnati 274 420 930 560 483
Cleveland 412 558 930 685 621
Dallas 417 254 572 657 299
Denver 784 596 501 1,086 752
Detroit 421 564 858 708 613
Kansas City 428 272 572 746 493
Los Angeles 1,219 1,040 2 2 1,465 1,109
Louisville 215 361 858 527 423
Minneapolis 599 518 715 921 709
New Orleans 261 309 825 401 61
New York 589 740 1,288 704 861
Philadelphia 537 694 1,288 652 751
Pittsburgh 459 581 1 , 0 0 1 652 642
Portland 1,518 1,338 572 1,820 1,487
St. Louis 450 269 715 618 392
San Francisco 1,413 1,207 153 1,663 1,316
Seattle 1,551 1,379 643 1,856 1,529
Washington, D. C. 459 612 1,288 574 673
o
(Continued)
Appendix Table 8. (Continued),
Consuming
center
Producing areas
Maryland
North
Carolina Tennessee Texas Virginia
Atlanta 467 272 176 708 334
Baltimore 84 261 448 1,063 160
Birmingham 534 362 146 607 427
Boston 257 492 699 1,294 391
Chicago 480 634 287 852 534
Cineinnati 372 388 197 832 365
Cleveland 287 442 335 970 341
Dallas 898 794 429 325 696
Denver 1,026 1,064 728 727 1,126
Detroit 380 534 340 979 433
Kansas City 693 714 348 611 726
Los Angeles 1,614 1,579 1 , 2 1 0 929 1,621
Louisville 436 415 132 768 408
Minneapolis 714 8 6 8 517 875 768
New Orleans 738 561 334 429 637
New York 156 322 556 1,171 266
Philadelphia 1 0 2 317 504 1 , 1 2 0 216
Pittsburgh 217 347 352 988 257
Portland 1,709 1,863 1,422 1,483 1,763
St. Louis 550 567 2 0 1 696 561
San Francisco 1,745 1,771 1,400 1,178 1,799
Seattle 1,665 1,819 1,456 1,520 1,718
Washington, D. C. 99 239 426 1,042 139
■''Computed on the basis of 1,400 12-pint flats per carload equivalent.
Appendix Table 9. Carlot Receipts of Alabama Strawberries and Estimated Receipts Resulting from
Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods,
1963 Louisiana Season
Marketing period
Consuming
center
1 2 3 4
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta
Carlot equivalents
.1
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _____________________________________________________________________________________
Total r e c e i p t s __________________________________________________________________________ ._L
Net income
(dollars) 577 556
(Continued)
Appendix Table 9. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 5 6  7 8
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta .3
o 3L JL O L 6 CJIIIV — — — — —
1.0 .3 2.1 . 6 1.4
Baltimore
Birmingham . 6  2 . 0 1.9
Boston .4
Chicago
Cincinnati .5 .5 . 8
Cleveland . 2 .4
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York .3 2.1
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total receipts .3 .3 2.1 2.1 2.3 2.3 3.0 3.0
Net income
(dollars) 1,732 1.637 11,314 11.231 9,638 17,912 12,417 17,337
(Continued)
1
1
1
Appendix Table 9. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 9 1 0  1 1 Total
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Op t iraum
Atlanta 2.7 6 . 0 2.7
””Lai lot equivalencs’"•
6.0 1.3 5.1 9.0 20.7
Baltimore
Birmingham •
0
0 3.6 8.4 3.7 3.8 25.0 7.3
Boston .4
Chicago
Cincinnati 1 . 0 1.3 3.3 . 8
Cleveland . 6
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville . 6 . 6
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 2.4
Philadelphia 3.0 3.0
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 2.7 2.7
Total receipts 1 2 . 6 1 2 . 6 12.4 12.4 5.1 5.1 37.9 37.9
Net income
(dollars) 44,218 58,338 38,710 57,202 17,448 23,292 136,054 182,505
1
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all pro"
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
112
Appendix Table 10. Carlot Receipts of Arkansas Strawberries and Estimated Receipts Resulting from
Actual and Optimum-*- Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods,
1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________ _________ 2________ __________3_______  __________4________
center________________ Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
----------------------------------Carlot equivalents----------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _________________________________________________________________________________________
Total receipts _________________________________________________________________________________________
Net income
(dollars)____________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 10. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 5 6 7 8
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
_  1  i L * 1  J
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago 1 . 1
Cincinnati .7 3.7 1 . 1
Cleveland .4 .7 2.4 1 . 6
Dallas
Denver
Detroit 2 . 0 5.3
Kansas City 2.3 1.7 1 . 8 3.6
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 1 1 . 1
New Orleans
New York .4
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis 9.2 11.5 8 . 8 7.8 5.9 2 . 1
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total receipts 11.9 11.9 13.9 13.9 16.8 16.8
Net income
(dollars) 71,075 61,904 59,526 76,061 60,135 95,807
(Continued)
Appendix Table 10. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 9 1 0  1 1 Total
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta
Baltimore 13.8 3.4 17.2
Birmingham
Boston 3.5 3.5
Chicago 5.1 8 . 6 1.5 7.7 8 . 6
Cincinnati 3.0 15.9 .5 4.1 5.3 23.7
Cleveland 3.9 4.3 . 8 11.7 2.4
Dallas . 6 . 6
Denver
Detroit 1 1 . 8 3.4 22.5
Kansas City 21.5 12.3 39.6 3.6
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
1 1 . 1
New York .7 1 0 . 1 18.7 .7 29.2
Philadelphia 1.4 1.4
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis 37.1 2 2 . 6 26.9 2 2 . 8  2 . 8 90.7 6 6 . 8
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 7.2 4.1 11.3
Total receipts 83.1 83.1 49.0 49.0 4.1 4.1 178.8 178.8
Net income
(dollars) 255,380 372,039 149,938 218.736 16,823 18,130 612,877 842,677
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Appendix Table 11. Carlot Receipts of California Strawberries and Estimated Receipts Resulting
from Actual and Optimum^- Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
Marketing period
Consuming 1 2 3 4
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
equivalents'-
, 6Atlanta
L»3 r IOC
. 8
Baltimore 1 . 0
Birmingham
Boston 1 . 6 2.9 6 . 0 8 . 1
Chicago 1 . 0 2 . 0 2 . 0 6 . 6
Cincinnati . 2 .4
Cleveland 1 . 0 1 . 0 4.0 8 . 6
Dallas .4 1 . 2 . 6 1.5
Denver .9 7.3 2.9 9.5 4.4 1 2 . 6 5.7 18.0
Detroit 1 . 0 1 . 0 3.4
Kansas City .3 2 . 6 . 8 1 . 6 2 . 6 6 . 0
Los Angeles 18.7 6 . 2 35.1 13.6 51.7 23.6 80.6 41.5
Louisville
Minneapolis 1 . 0 .9 2 . 0 17.2 6.7 20.9 5.8 27.8
New Orleans
New York 1 . 0 2 . 0 2 . 0 9.0
Philadelphia . 2 5.8
Pittsburgh
Portland . 8 5.0 2.9 3.5 2.3 6.3
. 6
5.0 7.6
St. Louis . 2 1.4 .3 3.1 3.6
San Francisco 2.4 3.3 4.5 4.5 6.4 1 1 . 0 11.4 19.1
Seattle 2 . 1 9.7 2 . 8 10.3 4.3 1 2 . 8 7.9 16.1
Washington, D. C. 1 . 0
Total receipts 32.4 32.4 59.4 59.4 87.2 87.2 159.8 159.8
Net income
(dollars) 202.304 118.179 352.510 340,718 482,405 473,234 827,148 804,273
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 11. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 5 6 7 8
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Ac tual Optimum Actual Optimum
A A . , « , , A ]  ^A _ _C/cllT lot equivalents
Atlanta .7 .7 . 1 .7
Baltimore 2 . 0 3.0 1 . 0
Birmingham
Boston 9.0 15.1 8 . 2 16.6 3.0 11.5 1 . 0
Chicago 5.3 1 0 . 0 6 . 0
Cincinnati .4
Cleveland 2 . 0 1 0 . 0 4.0 11.7 2 . 0  - .9
Dallas 2.3 8.3 3.5 11.3 3.6 7.6 .9
Denver 8 . 1 19.7 1 0 . 6 21.7 6 . 2 17.0 7.5 11.4
Detroit 2.4 4.8 2.9 6 . 6 .4 2.5
Kansas City 4.3 6 . 8 3.0 7.7 2.5 5.5 1 . 0
Los Angeles 90.1 47.0 90.7 53.7 67.7 38.1 30.9 19.6
Louisville
Minneapolis 13.6 29.8 1 1 . 0 32.4 1 . 1 26.5 4.3 8.4
New Orleans
New York 8.4 13.0 8 . 0 3.0
Philadelphia 5.3 4.1 1.5 1 . 2
Pittsburgh
Portland 7.5 7.9
1.7
4.4 8.4
.5
4.9 7.3 2.7 6 . 0
St, Louis 2 . 6 7.4 2 . 8 .3 1 . 6
San Francisco 17.2 2 1 . 6 28.6 24.5 28.1 17.6 10.3 9.3
Seattle 12.7 17.1 9.6 18.3 1 1 . 8  '' 15.5 2.3 1 2 . 1
Washington, D. C. 2 . 0 1 . 0 1 . 0
Total receipts 195.5 195.5 213.2 213.2 150.0 150.0 6 6 . 8 6 6 . 8
Net income
(dollars) 995,271 960,296 1,011,537 1,016,111 681,761 766,050 301,839 368,268
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 11. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
9 1 0 1 1 Total
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Ac tual Optimum Actual Optimum
equivalentstidr loc
Atlanta 1 . 2 . 6 2 . 1 7.5
Baltimore 1 . 0 6.3 5.1 19.4 103.1
Birmingham
Boston 1 1 . 2 19.8 15.0 24.2 1 0 . 0 7.8 67.9 103,1
Chicago 18.7 38.7 30.6 42.4 47.9 132.7 78.5
Cincinnati 18.0 19.0
Cleveland 9.0 1 0 . 0 2 0 . 1 1 0 . 0 2 1 . 1 43.0 72.4
Dallas 5.4 26.6 9.7 29.1 9.2 30.9 38.3 113.8
Denver 15.3 30.5 11.9 31.8 34.3 33.1 107.8 2 1 2 . 6
Detroit 4.0 14.2 5.0 15.3 6.4 16.4 23.1 63.2
Kansas City 4.7 1 1 . 8 4.0 12.4 6.9 13.0 33.5 64.0
Los Angeles 105.7 82.6 105.5 8 6 . 8 107.0 91.1 783.7 503.8
Louisville . 1 . 1
Minneapolis 17.1 43.3 7.9 44.9 17.7 46.6 8 8 , 2 298.7
New Orleans
New York 16.0 36.4 37.0 135.8
Philadelphia 5.4 15.7 1 1 . 6 50.8
Pit tsburgh 4.3 3.5 2.4 15.8 13.0 15.8
Portland 12.5 10.5 9.4 1 0 . 8 1 1 . 1 1 1 . 1 63.5 84.4
St, Louis 2 . 6 3.4 5.3 24.0 23.3 35.3
San Francisco 44.4 37.4 57.8 39.3 63.0 41.2 274.1 228.8
Seattle 18.8 23.6 20.7 24.3 2 2 . 6 25.1 115.6 184.9
Washington, D. C. 3.0 8 . 0 3.0 19.0
Total receipts 300.3 300.3 369.6 369.6 425.1 425.1 2,059,3 2,059.3
Net income
(dollars) 1,188,203 1,240,539 1,375,373 1,492.814 1,571,145 1,677,019 8,989,496 9,257.501
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximizes net revenue to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
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Appendix Table 12. Carlot Receipts of Florida Strawberries and Estimated Receipts Resulting
from Actual and Optimum^- Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
Marketing period
Consuming 1 2 3 4
center Actual Op t imum Actual Optimum Actual Op t imum Actual Op t imum
Atlanta 3.5 1.4 2.5
“““C d r 1 0 U
1.5
equivalent s- 
2.5 1 . 8 2 . 0
Baltimore 3.9 5.1 4.1 5.3 2 . 8 5.9 2.4 6 . 6
Birmingham
Boston
1.9
1.3 1 1 . 8
1.3
1 . 2 1 2 . 0
1.5
. 8 1 2 . 8
2 . 1
. 1 4.8
Chicago . 8 2.9 1.5 1.5
Cincinnati 5.7 4.7 3.8 1.4
Cleveland . 2 4.8 .9 5.0 .3 . 8
Dallas
Denver
Detroit 3.5 1.9 3.4 3.1
Kansas City 1 . 1
Los Angeles
Louisville 1 . 0 2.3 .5 2.3
Minneapolis 13.5
New Orleans 2.5 2 . 1
New York 15.9 13.9 1 0 . 1 13.8 13.5 18.2 12.4 22.3
Philadelphia 9.5 5.5 8.4- 1 . 6 7.1 4.0
Pittsburgh
Portland
1.9 2.3 2 . 8 2.5 2.7 3.3 2 . 8
St. Louis 2.5 . 6 1 . 2 ..9 1 . 1
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 2.7 .7 1.8 .3 1.9 1 . 0
Total receipts 56.8 56.8 42.4 42.4 43.9 43.9 38.7 38.7
Net income
(dollars) 287,790 318,421 226,078 236.846 236.447 241.801 221,874 209.599
(Continued)
Appendix Table 12. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 5 6 7 8
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 3.8 4.6 2.3 .4
Baltimore 1 . 8 1.4 6 . 0
Birmingham 1 . 6 2 . 2 .3
Boston 1.5 5.4
Chicago 1 . 8 1.9 . 1
Cincinnati .9 .3 . 6
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit 2 . 1 2 . 0 2 . 6 1.4
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York 7.9 25.1 5.4 19.7 2.8 .5 3.5
Philadelphia 4.5 2.9 2 . 0
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis .4
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. .3 .9 .5
Total receipts 25.1 25.1 19.7 19.7 10.5 10.5 5.4 5.4
Net income
(dollars) 151.441 134,160 108.364 103.149 51,631 57,645 25,045 30,613
(Continued)
Appendix Table 12, (Continued)
Marketing period
Consuming 9 1 0  1 1 Total
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
v>3riOC c^ ulVa icIlC s
Atlanta 1 . 0 2 2 . 6 4.7
Baltimore 1.9 18.3 28.9
Birmingham 10.9
Boston 3.4 48.3
Chicago . 8 11.3
Cincinnati 17.4
Cleveland 2 . 2 9.8
Dallas
Denver
Detroit 2 . 1 1.4 23.5
Kansas City 1 . 1
Los Angeles
Louisville 1.5 4.6
Minneapolis 13.5
New Orleans 4.6
New York 6.7 1 . 2 79.4 113.5
Philadelphia 13.9 2.5 37.9 24.0
Pittsburgh 1 0 . 2 8 . 1
Portland
St. Louis 6 . 1 . 6
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 1.4 . 1 9.7 1.9
Total receipts 13.9 13.9 2 . 6 2 . 6 259.0 259.0
Net income
(dollars) 57,631 62,800 10,650 11,703 1,376,951 1,406,737
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro-*-
duction areas (as a group) under" conditions of perfect competition.
Appendix Table 13. Carlot Receipts of Louisiana Strawberries and Estimated Receipts Resulting from
Actual and Optimum-*- Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods,
1963 Louisiana Season
Marketing period
Consuming 1 2 3 4
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta . 6 . 6 2 . 2
Baltimore
Birmingham .5 . 1
Boston
Chicago .9 2.7 1.5 8.3 2.3 15.5
Cincinnati . 2 3.3 .9 5.7 4.8
Cleveland . 8 2.5 1.7
Dallas . 2 .7
Denver
Detroit .4 2 . 0
Kansas City . 1 . 8 1 . 8
Los Angeles
Louisville .3 2 . 6 3.3 3.0
Minneapolis 
New Orleans . 1 1 . 8 7.4 9.5 . 8
New York .5
Philadelphia . 6 2.3
Pittsburgh
Portland
2 . 0 3.0 5.0
St. Louis . 8  1 . 0 4.6 2 . 2 4.1
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total receipts . 1 . 1 3.5 3.5 18.9 18.9 35.5 35.5
Net income
(dollars) 582 585 21,038 20,076 113,875 105,175 204,045 189,890
(Continued)
Appendix Table 13. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 5 6 7 8
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
* 1 *-
Atlanta 2 . 8
wet r lot 
3.3
equivalents- ■
Baltimore 7.4 8.3
Birmingham 1.5 . 6 .7 1 . 0
Boston 1 . 0 3.6
Chicago 6.9 19.5 13.7 23.5 4.8 13.5 4.1 7.6
Cincinnati 11.5 7.0 11.9 9.1 6 . 2 . 1 3.2
Cleveland 1 . 1 .4 4.2
Dallas 2.5 2.7 . 8 3.6
Denver
Detroit 2 . 2 2 . 8 .4
Kansas City 1.7 1 . 8 . 8
Los Angeles 
Louisville 1.5 3.2 3.2 3.4 1 . 2 2 . 0 1.5
Minneapolis 
New Orleans 17.4 1 . 2 13.9 1.7 4,8 .5 2.3
New York 2.5 5.6 2 . 0 .7
Philadelphia . 6 6.3 4.4 9.4 1 . 0
Pittsburgh 4.5 6 . 2 3.7 6 . 6 2.3 2 . 6 2 . 8
Portland
St. Louis 4.2 2 . 2 3.3 .5 2 . 1
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 1 . 6 2.5
Total receipts 58.0 58.0 6 8 . 8 6 8 . 8 22.9 22.9 16.9 16.9
Net income
(dollars) 337.368 303,224 380,985 351,362 117,588 123,889 81,916 94,403
(Continued)
Appendix Table 13. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 9 1 0  1 1 Total
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 1 . 1 1 . 2 9.4
Baltimore . 8 . 8 15.7
Birmingham .5 .3 4.0 3.5 5.7
Boston 1 . 0 3.6
Chicago 10.7 35.6 3.0 14.4 .3 47.9 140.9
Cincinnati 3.5 . 1 8 . 0 . 2 53.6 2 2 . 1
Cleveland 4.0 6.7
Dallas 2 . 8 3.2 12.9 3.6
Denver
Detroit 3.4 1 1 . 2
Kansas City 6.9 . 1
Los Angeles 
Louisville 1.3 12.3 14.2
Minneapolis 
New Orleans 1 0 . 2 4.2 1 0 . 1 4.3 1.4 4.6 78.9 17.3
New York .5 1 1 . 8
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
3.0 1 . 0
8.9
22.3
15.7
20.4
St. Louis 3.9 1 . 0 16.1 13.8
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 4.1
Total receipts 39.8 39.8 18.7 18.7 10.2 1 0 . 2 293.3 293.3
Net income
(dollars) 152,358 174,304 58,070 85,160 40,016 44.472 1.507,839 1.496.543
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Appendix Table 14. Carlot Receipts of Maryland Strawberries and Estimated Receipts Resulting from
Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods,
1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________  2_________  3_________  4_________
center________________ Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
 Carlot equivalents---------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Bos ton
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _________________________________________________________________________________________
Total receipts ________________________________________________________________________________________
Net income
(dollars)____________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 14. (Continued).
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  5_________  6 _________  7_________ _________8 _________
center________________ Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
 Carlot equivalents---------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _________________________________________________________________________________________
Total receipts _________________________________________________________________________________________
Net income
(dollars)__________________________________________________________________________________________ _ _ _ _ _ _
(Continued)
Appendix Table 14, (Continued).
Consuming 
center__________
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 
Total receipts 
Net income 
(dollars)_____
Marketing period
10 11 Total
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
1.8
■Carlot equivalents-
8.7 
6.9
1.3
3.7
2.1
.3
1.7 
4.2
8.7
1.9
17.5
19.6
2.1 2.1 37.1 37.1
10.5
6.9
1.3
3.7
1.7
4.2
9.0
1.9
39.2
8.952
17.5
21.7
39.2
10,580 147,271 181.159 156.223 191.739
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all produc­
tion areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Appendix Table 15. Carlot Receipts of North Carolina Strawberries and Estimated Receipts Resulting
from Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________  2_________  3_________  4_________
center________________ Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum
----------------------------------- Carlot-equivalents---------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _________________________________________________________________________________________
Total receipts  .________________________________________________________________________ _ _
Net income
(dollars)____________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 15. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 5 6  7 8
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta . 6
Baltimore 2 . 2 3.4 2.7 4.4
Birmingham
Boston .3 .3 1 . 8
Chicago .7
Cincinnati 1.9
Cleveland .4
Dallas
Denver
Detroit .3
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York .5 8.0 3.0 18.5 2.9 13.3
Philadelphia 2 . 6 7.0 6.3
Pittsburgh . 8 2 . 6 2.4
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 1 . 6 2 . 2 1.3
Total receipts 8 . 0 8.0 18.5 18.5 19.5 19.5
Net income
(dollars)__________________________________ 48,939 44.880 105.194 108,484 102.762 116,883
(Continued)
Appendix Table 15. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 9 1 0  1 1 Total
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Op t imum Actual Op t imum
Atlanta 1.3 .3 2 . 2
Baltimore 8 . 2 5.4 1.5 23.4 4.4
Birmingham
Boston 1.4 1 . 1 3.1 1 . 8
Chicago .7
Cincinnati 3.9 .7 .3 6 . 8
Cleveland .3 .7
Dallas
Denver
Detroit . 8 1 . 1
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York 9.3 52.1 7.3 33.1 . 6 10.7 23.6 135.7
Philadelphia 16.7 11.5 6 . 8 50.9
Pittsburgh 5.8 3.3 . 8 15.7
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 4.4 3.5 .7 13.7
Total receipts 52.1 52.1 33.1 33.1 10.7 10.7 141.9 141.9
Net income
(dollars) 233,679 254,561 154,182 161,296 37,166 50,483 682,917 736,586
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all produc­
tion areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Appendix Table 16. Carlot Receipts of Tennessee Strawberries and Estimated Receipts Resulting from
Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods,
1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________  2_________  3_________  4_________
center________________ Actual Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum
-----------------------------------Carlot-equivalents---------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. ________________________________________________________________________________________
Total receipts 
Net income 
(dollars)__________________________
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 16. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 5 6  7 8
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta .3
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago 2 . 6
Cincinnati .5 2.5
Cleveland 1 . 1 5.4
Dallas
Denve r
Detroit .5 .5
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville . 1  1 . 0  . 8 .9 2 . 6
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
.9 1.8 2.7
St. Louis .5 1 . 1 2 . 8
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total receipts 1 . 0 1 . 0  2 . 6  2 . 6 10.7 10.7
Net income
(dollars) 5,980 5,391 12,274 14,804 45,159 62,648
(Continued)
Appendix Table 16. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 9 10 11 Total
center Actual Optimum Ac tual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
. -i .
"tai IOC equiv a lent s
Atlanta 2.2 2.8 2.7 8.0
Baltimore 2.6 2.6
Birmingham
Bos ton
Chicago 8.9 3.8 4.3 19.6
Cincinnati 11.9 5.6 16.1 22.3 6.9 18.1 37.9 46.0
Cleveland 1 . 0 19.2 3.3 2.0 7.4 24.6
Dallas
Denver
Detroit 8.1 6.7 2,5 18.3
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville 3.8 4.9 7.4 5.0 3.1 5.0 16.2 18.4
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh 1 . 2 14.6 5.6
2.4
15.1 1.6 8.4
2.4
35.1
Portland
St. Louis 7.2 2.2 13.8
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. .5 .5
Total receipts 44.3 44.3 47.9 47.9 23.1 23.1 129.6 129.6
Net income
(dollars) 160,374 207,944 166,722 222,496 101,811 107,161 492,320 620,444
''"Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all produc­
tion areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Appendix Table 17. Carlot Receipts of Texas Strawberries and Estimated Receipts Resulting from
Actual and Optimum Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods,
1963 Louisiana Season
Marketing period
Consuming 1 2 3 4
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Op t imum Actual Optimum
* 1
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham . 2 . 1
Boston . 8
Chicago
Cincinnati .7
.7
.4
6 . 1
.5
7.5
.3
Cleveland . 6 1.4 3.5
Dallas .9 2.4 3.0 5.2 5.7 1 0 . 1 3.6 12.3
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City . 6 1.3 1 . 0 3.7
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York . 8 . 8
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis . 8 1 . 2 1 . 6 . 8
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total receipts 2.4 2.4 6.5 6.5 17.3 17.3 13.1 13.1
Net income
(dollars) 13.109 13,793 39,835 36,439 98,932 92,607 67,480 68,696
(Continued)
Appendix Table 17, (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 5 6  7 8
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham .3 . 1
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
1 . 8 1 . 0
Cleveland
Dallas 1.4 3.8 2 . 6 3.7 . 6  . 6 .5 .5
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis .3
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total receipts 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.7 . 6  . 6 .5 .5
Net income
(dollars) 18,502 19,965 19.622 18,890 3,592 3,269 2,790 2,830
(Continued)
Appendix Table 17. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 9 1 0  1 1 Total
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham .7
Boston .8
Chicago 17.1
Cincinnati 1.9
Cleveland 2 . 0 3.5
Dallas .8 .8 . 1  . 1  .2 .2 19.4 39.7
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City 1 . 6 5.0
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York 1 . 6
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis 4.7
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total receipts
00•
00« . 1  . 1  .2 .2 49.0 49.0
Net income
(dollars)____________ 4,394 3.578_______ 536________ 438 1.076_________857 269,868 261,374
'‘Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all produc­
tion areas (as a group) urtder conditions of perfect competition.
Appendix Table 18. Carlot Receipts of^Virginia Strawberries and Estimated Receipts Resulting from
Actual and Optimum Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods,
1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________  2_________  3_________  4_________
center________________ Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum
----------------------------------- Carlot-equivalents---------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _________________________________________________________________________________________
Total receipts ________________________________________________________________________________________
Net income
(dollars)____________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 18. (Continued).
Consuming 
center___________
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 
Total receipts 
Net income 
(dollars)______
Marketing period
8
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
■Carlot equivalents-
.2 .2
.2
■1,063, 1.219
(Continued)
Appendix Table 18. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 9 1 0 1 1 Total
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Ac tual Optimum Actual Optimum
. i
Atlanta
Baltimore .7 5.0 7.9 9.9 15.2 15.8 23.3
Birmingham
Boston . 2 4.5 3.2 7.9
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland .3 2 . 1 6 . 2 8 . 6
Dallas
Denver
Detroit 2 . 0 2 . 0
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 1 . 6 8 . 8 10.9 32.6 58.9 43.0 69.8
Philadelphia 3.1 8.7 1 2 . 6 20.5 28.0 11.9 43.7 41.1
Pittsburgh 1.9 5.0 8 . 2 15.1
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. .9 1.3 4.3 8.4 6.5 8.4
Total receipts 8.7 8.7 39.3 39.3 94.4' 94.4 142.6 142.6
Net income
(dollars) 40,624 43,013 191,374 193,631 376,327 450,477 609,387 688,339
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all pro
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Appendix Table 19. Estimated Net Prices^- Per Carload of Strawberries to Alabama Shippers Resulting
from Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period_________________________
Consuming  1__________  2_________  3_________  4
center________________ Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
---------------------------------------- Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta 5,768 5,557
Baltimore 7,008 5,529
Birmingham 5,666 5,527
Boston 7,014 5,526
Chicago 5,280 5,405
Cincinnati 5,480 5,553
Cleveland 6,496 5,539
Dallas 5,383 5,054
Denver 5,602 4,755
Detroit 5,660 5,460
Kansas City 6,024 5,174
Los Angeles 3,602 3,860
Louisville 6,789 5,552
Minneapolis 6,309 5,147
New Orleans 5,631 5,154
New York 5,973 5,528
Philadelphia 5,979 5,528
Pittsburgh 5,888 5,529
Portland 4,824 4,108
St. Louis 5,699 5,293
San Francisco 3,972 3,800
Seattle 4,922 4,145
Washington, D. C. 5,047 5,528
(Continued)
Appendix Table 19. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming  5_________  6 _________  7_________  8 _________
center_______________ Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
 -----------   Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington. D. C.
5,775* 5,436
8,381 5,437
5,988 5,406
7,094 5,405
5,846 5,284
6,096 5,432
6,071 5,418
3,658 5,064
5,270 4,634
6,346 5,339
5,790 5,053
3,322 3,739
6,264 5,431
6,239 5,026
5,708 5,033
5,995 5,457
6,270 5,437
6,137 5,408
4,346 3,987
5,835 5,172
3,667 3,679
4,852 4,024
5.994 5,437
4,997 5,315
6,452 5,316
5,733 5,285
6,376 5,258
5,480 5,163
5,755* 5,311
5,916 5,272
5,204 4,918
5,252 4,448
5,517 5,192
5,493 4,906
2,937 3,592
6,229 5,310
6,274 4,880
5,225 4,912
5,950 5,348*
6,052 5,316
5,473 5,287
4,199 3,840
5,887 5,026
3,272 3,532
4,362 3,878
5,047 5,316
4,875 5,614
5 ’185* 5,603
4,088 5,551
5,977 5,600
5,464 5,466
5,378 5,613
5,530 5,614
5,797 5,259
5,042 4,829
4,417 5,534
4,362 5,248
3,077 3,934
5,389 5,612
5,952 5,221
4,889 5,214
5,856 5,602
5,310 5,602
4,733 5,590
3,737 4,182
3,899 5,296
3,027 3,874
4,187 4,219
6,762 5,602
4,628* 5,779
5,003. 5,779
3,844 5,551
6,678 5,779
4,365 5,642
4,674* 5,779'
3,914 5,779
5,398 5,471
5,210 5,235
3,830 5,744
3,108 5,553
2,972 4,340
5,266 5,774
6,330 5,627
5,176 5,351
5,223 5,732
5,279 5,681
5,717 5,751
3,765 4,588
3,036 5,530
2,747 4,280
4,334 4,625
5,368 5,669
(Continued)
Appendix Table 19. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
9 1 0 1 1
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 4,101* 4,630* 3,316* 4,613* 3,927* 4,568*
Baltimore 4,295 4,626 3,908 4,613 3,259 4,558
Birmingham 3,304* 4,630* 3,072* 4,613* 3,248* 4,538
Boston 5,416 4,624 5,036 4,532 3,944 4,438
Chicago 3,698 4,536 3,967 4,510 4,576 4,416
Cincinnati 3,704* 4,619 3,040* 4,570 4,636 4,564
Cleveland 4,614 4,618 4,681 4,545 4,498 4,451
Dallas 5,302 4,283 5,170 4,191 5,192 4,097
Denver 4,596 3,853 4,307 3,761 4,153 3,667
Detroit 3,297 4,558 3,717 4,466 5,132 4,372
Kansas City 2,462 4,272 2,363 4,180 4,714 4,086
Los Angeles 2,307 2,958 2 , 2 0 2 2 , 8 6 6 1,922 2,772
Louisville 3,363* 4,613 2,937 4,564 3,493 4,558
Minneapolis 5,987 4,245 5,399 4,153 5,364 4,059
New Orleans 4,049 4,285 1,967 4,259 1,319 4,165
New York 4,845 4,624 4,977 4,611 4,182 4,456
Philadelphia 4,248 4,630 4,762 4,613 3,029 4,458
Pittsburgh 4,462 4,590 3,828 4,541 3,359 4,476
Portland 3,534 3,206 3,058 3,114 3,100 3,020
St. Louis 2,841 4,301 2,733 4,288 3,785 4,205
San Francisco 2,537 2,898 1,942 2,806 2,047 2,712
Seattle 4,033 3,243 3,557 3,151 3,557 3,057
Washington, D. C. 3,689 4,626 3,972 4.613* 4,199 4,459
Hfholesale price less transportation cost.
2
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all pro-
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Denotes consuming centers that received, or would have received shipments from Alabama under 
the optimum situation.
Appendix Table 20. Estimated Net Prices^ Per Carload of Strawberries to Arkansas Shippers Resulting
from Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________  2_________  3_________  4_________
center________________ Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
---------------------------------------- Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portlant
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.________________________________________________________________________ _____ _________ ______
(Continued)
Appendix Table 20. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
5 6 7 8
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 4,815 5,133 4,693 5,432 4,446 5,597
Baltimore 6,303 5,167 5,036 5,454 4,854 5,630
Birmingham 5,562 5,114 3,917 5,380 3,673 5,380
Boston 6,229 5,112 5,830 5,453 6 ’531* 5,632
Chicago 5,421 5,104 5,405 5,406 4,306 5,583
Cincinnati 5,631 5,169 5,236* 5,472* 4,532* 5,637
Cleveland 5,774* 5,130 5,388* 5,472* 3,772* 5,637
Dallas 5,363 5,076 5,956 5,418 5,548 5,630
Denver 5,437 4,672 5,227 5,014 5,395 5,420
Detroit 5,377 5,052 4,277* 5,394 3,690* 5,604
Kansas City 5,646* 5,060 4,515* 5,401 3,261* 5,706*
Los Angeles 3 , 1 1 2 3,768 3,252 4,109 3,147 4,515
Louisville 6,087 5,168 5,247 5,470 5,124 5,632
Minneapolis 6,353 4,958 6,031 5,300 6,409 5,706*
New Orleans 5,178 4,865 4,842 5,167 5,129 5,304
New York 5,803 5,202 5,709 5,455 5,076 5,5854.
Philadelphia 5,899 5,163 5,157 5,449 5,126 5,528
Pittsburgh 5,353 5,167 4,613 5,470 5,597 5,631
Portland 4,375 4,016 3,913 4,358 3>941 4,764
St. Louis 6,063* 5,202* 4,075* 5,472* 3,212* 5,706*
San Francisco 3,474 3,734 3,229 4,076 2,949 4,482
Seattle 4,748 4,264 4,573 4,605 4,720 5,011
Washington, D. C. 4,898 5,167 6,613 5,453 5,219 5,520
(Continued)
Appendix Table 20. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
9 1 0 1 1
Actual Optimum Ac tual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 3,919 4,448 3,134 4,431 3,745 4,386
Baltimore 4,146 4,477* 3,759 4,464* 3,110 4,309
Birmingham 3,133 4,459 2,901 4,442 3,077 4,367
Boston 5,269 4,477* 4,889 4,385 3,797 4,291
Chicago 3,639 4,477* 3,908* 4,451 4,517 4,357
Cincinnati 3,562* 4,477 2,898 4,428 4,494* 4,422*
Cleveland 4,472* 4,476 4,539* 4,403 4,356* 4,309
Dallas 5,461 4,442 5,329* 4,350 5,351 4,256
Denver 4,781 4,038 4,492 3,946 4,388 3,852
Detroit 3,157* 4,418 3,577* 4,326 4,992 4,232
Kansas City 2,615* 4,425 2,516* 4,333 4,867 4,239
Los Angeles 2,482 3,133 2,377 3,041 2,097 2,947
Louisville 3,221 4,471 2,795 4,422 3,351 4,416
Minneapolis 6,066 4,324 5,478 4,232 5,443 4,138
New Orleans 4,002 4,238 1,920 4 , 2 1 2 1,272 4,118
New York 4,698* 4,477* 4,830 4,464 4,035 4,309
Philadelphia 4,095 4,477* 4,609 4,460 2,876 4,305
Pittsburgh 4,342 4,470 3,708 4,421 3,239 4,356
Portland 3,710 3,382 3,234 3,290 3,276 3,196
St. Louis 3,017* 4,477* 2,909* 4,464* 3,961* 4,381
San Francisco 2,739 3 , 1 0 0 2,144 3,008 2,249 2,914
Seattle 4,419 3,629 3,943 3 » 5 3 7 3,943 3,443
Washington, D. C. 3,540 4,477* 3,823 4.464* 4.050 4,310.
1
Wholesale price less transportation cost.
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all pro­
duction areas (as a group)' under conditions of perfect competition.
*Denotes consuming centers that received shipments, or would have received shipments from 
Arkansas under the optimum situation.
Appendix Table 21. Estimated Net Prices-*- Per Carload of Strawberries to California Shippers Resulting
from Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
Marketing period
Consuming 1 2 3 4
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Op t imum
Atlanta 4,778 4,988 4,515 4,968 5,104* 4,890 4,976* 4,765
Baltimore 4,488 5,000 4,320 4,980 4,438 4,902 6,289* 4,810
Birmingham 4,498 4,767 4,368 4,767 4,613 4,767 4,882 4,7434*
Boston 6,299* 5,223 4,900 5,203 6,310* 5,125 6,521* 5,033
Chicago 5,022* 5,402 5,779* 5,321 5,505* 5,150 4,809* 4,934
Cincinnati 4,690 5,181 5,521 5,181 4,760* 5,128 4,839* 4,912
Cleveland 7,383* 5,366 5,833 5,346 5,490* 5,263 5,990* 5,033*
Dallas 5,565* 5 >4°5 5,908* 5,264 5,656* 5.011 5,231* 4,902
Denver 7,035* 5,808* 6,772* 5,645* 6,422* 5,427 5,880*# j. 5,033*' I,
Detroit 
Kansas City
5,588* 
6,615*
5,317 
5 >777
4,672
6,437*
5’317*
5,645*
4,935
5,855*
5,317
5,392
5,233
5,883*
5,033
5,033*
Los Angeles 5,790* 5,808* 5,545* 5,645* 5,125* 5,427* 4,775* 5,033*
Louisville
Minneapolis
5,11°
6,860
5,282
5,808
6,510
7,175*
5,262
5,645
6>685*
6,904
5’139*
5,427
6,160
6,195*
4,923
5,033
New Orleans 5,073 4,800 5,483 4,800 5,931 4,800 5,080 4,603
New York 4,601* 5,105 5,051* 5,085 5,078* 5,007 5,360* 4,915
Philadelphia 3,564 5,017 3,665 5,017 4,653* 4,956 5,315* 4,864
Pittsburgh 4,950 5 >264 5,051 5,244 5,051 5,166 5,357 4,9984>
Portland 9,328* 5,808* 7,965* 5,645* 6,178* 5,427 5,749* 5,033
St. Louis 5,500* 5,511 6,090* 5,420 5,890* 5,249* 5,439* 5,033*
San Francisco 7,375* 5,808* 6,062* 5>645! 5,695* 5,427* 5,205*j. 5,033**4k
Seattle 8,426 5,808* 6,965* 5,645* 6,475* 5,427* 5,810 5,033
Washington, D. C. 4,149 4.929 4,102 4,929 4.403 4,880 4,307* 4,788
(Continued)
Appendix Table 21. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
5 6 7 8
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 4,983* 4,644 4,205* 4,523 4,083* 4,822 3,836* 4,987
Baltimore 7,662* 4,718 5,733* 4,597 4,466 4,884 4,284* 5,060
Birmingham 5,204 4,622 4,949 4,501 3,304 4,767 3,0604* 4,767
Boston 6,601* 4,912* 5,883* 4,766* 5,484* 5,107* 6,185 5,286
Chicago 5,375* 4,813 5,009* 4,692 4,993* 4,944 3,894 5,171
Cincinnati 5,455 4,791 5,114 4,670 4,737 4,972 4,033 5,138
Cleveland 5,565* 4,912* 5,410* 4,766* 5,024* 5,107* 3,408 5,273
Dallas 3,506* 4,912* 5,052* 4,766* 5,645* 5,107* 5,237* 5,319
Denver 5,548* 4,912* 5,530* 4,766* 5,320* 5,107* 5,488* 5,513*
Detroit 5,919* 4,912* 5,090* 4,766* 3,990* 5,107* 3,403 5,317
Kansas City 5,649* 4,912* 5,352* 4,766* 4,221* 5,107* 2,967* 5,412
Los Angeles 4,495 4,912* 4,110* 4,766* 4,250* 5,107* 4,145* 5,513*
Louisville 5,635 4,802 5,600 4,681 4,760 4,984 4,637 5,145
Minneapolis 6,125* 4,912* 6,160* 4,766* 5,838* 5,107 6,216* 5,513
New Orleans 5,157 4,482 4,674 4,361 4,338 4,664 4,625 4,800
New York 5,382* 4,844 5,337* 4,736 5,243* 4,989 4,610* 5,119
Philadelphia 5,606* 4,773 5,388* 4,652 4,646* 4,938 4,615* 5,017
Pittsburgh 5,606 4,877 4,942* 4,756 4,202**4* 5,0584> 5’186*
5,2204>
Portland 5,271* 4,912* 5,124* 4,766* 4,662 5,107 4,690 5,513
St. Louis 5,575* 4,912* 5,627* 4,766* 3,639* 5,034 2,776 5,270
San Francisco 4,900* 4,912* 4,505* 4,766* 4,260* 5,107* 3,980* 5,513*
Seattle 5,740* 4,912* 5,250* 4,766* 5,075* 5,107* 5,222* 5,513*
Washington, D. C. 5,254* 4,697 4,307* 4,576 6.022* 4.862 4,628 4,929
(Continued)
Appendix Table 21. (Continued).
____________________________________ Marketing_period_________________________________
Consuming  9___________    10__________  11___________
center________________ Actual_________Optimum________ Actual_________Optimum________ Actual_________Optimum
Dollars
Atlanta 3,309* 3,838 2,524* 3,821 3,135* 3,776
Baltimore 3,576* 3,907 3,189* 3,894 2,540* 3,739
Birmingham 2,520 3,846 2,288 3,829 2,464 3,754
Boston 4,923* 4,131* 4,543* 4,039* 3,451* 3,945*
Chicago 3,227* 4,065 3,496* 4,039* 4,105* 3,945*
Cincinnati 3,063 3,978 2,399 3,929 3,995* 3,923*
Cleveland 4,108* 4 , 1 1 2 4,175* 4,039* 3,992* 3,945*
Dallas 5,150* 4,131* 5,018* 4,039* 5,040* 3,945*
Denver 4,874* 4,131* 4,585* 4,039* 4,431* 3,945*
Detroit 2,870* 4,131* 3,290* 4,039* 4,705* 3,945*
Kansas City 2,321* 4,131* 2 ,2 2 2 * 4,039* 4,573* 3,945*
Los Angeles 3,480* 4,131* 3,375* 4,039* 3,905* 3,945*
Louisville 2,734 3,984 2,308* 3,935 2,864 3,929
Minneapolis 5,873* 4,131* 5,285* 4,039* 5,250* 3,614
New Orleans 3,498 3,734 1,416 3,708 768 3,843
New York 4,232* 4,011 4,364* .3,998 3,569* 3,794
Philadelphia 3,584* 3,966 4,098* 3,949 2,365* 3,793
Pittsburgh 3,931* 4,059 3,297* 4,010 2,828* 3,945*
Portland 4,459* 4,131* 3,983* 4,039* 4,025* 3,945*
St. Louis 2,581* 4,041 2,473* 4,028 3,525* 3,945*
San Francisco 3,770* 4,131* 3,175* 4,039* 3,280* 3,945*
Seattle 4,921* 4,131* 4,445* 4,039* 4,445* 3,945*
Washington, D. C. 2,949* 3.886 3,232* 3,873 3,459* 3,719
■'"Wholesale price less transportation cost.
2Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
JL
Denotes consuming centers that received shipments, or would have received shipments from
California under the optimum situation.
Appendix Table 22. Estimated Net Prices1 per Carload of Strawberries to Florida Shippers
Resulting from Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers
and Marketing Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
 Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________  2_________  3_________  4_________
center________________ Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
----------------------------------------Dollars----------------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
5,396* 5,606*
5,094* 5,606*
5,001* 5,270
6,682* 5,606*
5,175* 5,555
5,052* 5,543
7,623* 5,606*
5,481 5,321
6,462 5,235
5,735* 5,464
6,444 5,606*
4,413 4,431
5,434* 5,606*
6,658 5,606*
5,487* 5,214
5 ,1 0 2 * 5,606*
4,116* 5,569
5,292* 5,606*
8,483 4,963
5,595* 5,606*
6,128 4,561
7,651 5,033
4.777* 5,557
5,133* 5,586*
4,926* 5,586*
4,871* 5,270
5,283* 5,586*
5,932* 5,474
5,883* 5,543
6,073* 5,586*
5,824 5,180
6,199 5,072
4,819 5,464
6,266 5,474
4,168 4,268
6,834* 5,586
6,973 5,443
5,897* 5,214
5,552* 5,586*
4,217* 5,569
5,393* 5,586*
7,120 4,800
6,185* 5,515
4,815 4,398
6,190 4,870
4,730* 5,557
5,722* 5,508*
5,044* 5,508*
5,116* 5,270
6,693* 5,508*
5,658* 5,303
5,122* 5,490
5,730* 5,503
5,572 4,927
5,849 4,854
5,082* 5,464
5,684 5,221
3,748 4,050
7,009 5,463
6,702 5,225
6,345 5,214
5,579* 5,508*
5,205* 5,508*
5,393* 5,508*
5,333 4,582
5,985* 5,344
4,448 4,180
5,700 4,652
5,031* 5,508*
5,594* 5,383
6,895* 5,416*
5,385* 5,246
6,904* 5,416*
4,962* 5,087
5,201* 5,274
6,230* 5,273
5,147 4,818
5,307 4,460
5,380* 5,180
5,712 4,862
3,398 3,656
6,484 5,247
5,993 4,831
5,494 5,017
5,861* 5,416*
5,867* 5,416*
5,699* 5,340
4,904 4,188
5,534* 5,128
3,958 3,786
5,035 4,258
4,935* 5,416*
(Continued)
Appendix Table 22. (Continued).
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  5_________  6 _________  7_________  8 _________
center________________ Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual____ Optimum
------------------------------,---  --Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta 5,601* 5,262 4,823* 5,141 4,701* 5,440 4,454* 5,605
Baltimore 8,268* 5,324 6 ,339* 5,203 5,072 5,490* 4,890 5,666
Birmingham 5,707* 5,125 5,452* 5,004 3,807* 5,270 3,563 5,270
Boston 6,984 5,295 6,266 5,148 5,867 5,490* 6,568 5,669*
Chicago 5,528* 4,966 5,162 4,845 5,146* 5,148 4,047* 5,324
Cincinnati 5,817* 5,153 5,476* 5,032 5,099* 5,334 4,395 5,500
Cleveland 5,805 5,152 5,650 5,006 6,264 5,348 3,648 5,513
Dallas 3,422 4,828 4,968 4,682 5,561 5,023 5,153 5,235
Denver 4,975 4,339 4,957 4,192 4,747 5,534 4,915 4,940
Detroit 6,066* 5,059 5,237 4,912 4,137* 5,254 3,550* 5,464
Kansas City 5,478 4,741 5,181 4,594 4,050 4,936 2,796 5,241
Los Angeles 3,118 3,535 2,733 3,388 2,873 3,730 2,768 4,136
Louisville 5,959 5,126 5,924 5,005 5,084 5,308 4,961 5,469
Minneapolis 5,923 4,710 5,958 4,564 5,636 4,905 6,014 5,311
New Orleans 5,571 4,896 5,088 4,775 4,752 5,078 5,039 5,214
New York 5,883* 5,345* 5,838* 5,236* 5,744* 5,490* 5,111* 5,620
Philadelphia 6,158* 5,325 5,940* 5,204 5,198 5,490* 5,167 5,569
Pittsburgh 5,948 5,219 5,284 5,098 4,544 5,400 5,528 5,562
Portland 4,426 4,067 4,279 3,920 3,817 4,252 3,845 4,668
St. Louis 5,670* 5,007 5,722 4,860 3,734 5,130 2,871 5,365
San Francisco 3,653 3,665 3,258 3,518 3,013 3,860 2,733 4,266
Seattle 4,965 4,137 4,475 3,990 4,300 4,332 4,447 4,738
Washington, D. C. 5,882* 5.325 4,935* 5,204 6,650 5,490* .1,256 5,578
(Continued)
Appendix Table 22, (Continued).
____________________________________ Marketing_period_________________________________
Consuming  9___________ __________10___________  n ___________
center________________ Actual_________Optimum________ Actual________ Optimum________ Actual_________Optimum
---------------------------------------- Dollars--------------------------------------
Atlanta 3 927* 4,456 3,142 4,439
Baltimore 4 182* 4,513 3,795 4,500
Birmingham 3 023 4,349 2,791 4,332
Boston 5 306 4,514 4,926 4,422
Chicago 3 380* 4,218 3,649 4,192
Cincinnati 3 425 4,340 2,761 4,291
Cleveland 4 348 4,352 4,415 4,279
Dallas 5 066 4,047 4,934 3,955
Denver 4 301 3,558 4,012 3,466
Detroit 3 017* 4,278 3,437* 4,186
Kansas City 2 150 3,960 2,051 3,868
Los Angeles 2 103 2,754 1,998 2,662
Louisville 3 058 4,308 2,632* 4,259
Minneapolis 5 671 3,929 5,083 3,837
New Orleans 3 912 4,148 1,830 4 , 1 2 2
New York 4 733* 4,512 4,865* 4,499
Philadelphia 4 136 4,518* 4,650 4,501*
Pittsburgh 4 273 4,401 3,639 4,352
Portland 3 614 3,286 3,138 3,194
St. Louis 2 676 4,136 2,568 4,123
San Francisco 2 523 2,884 1,928 2,792
Seattle 4 146 3,356 3,670 3,264
Washington, D. C. 3 577* 4,514 3,860 4,501
■'■Wholesale price less transportation cost.
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all produc 
tion areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Denotes consuming centers that received shipments, or would have received shipments from
Florida under the optimum situation.
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Appendix Table 23. Estimated Net Prices*- per Carload of Strawberries to Louisiana Shippers
Resulting from Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
Marketing period
Consuming
center
1 2 3 4
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 5,362 5,572 5,099* 5,552 5,688* 5,474 5,560 5,349*
Baltimore 4,998 5,510 4,830 5,490 4,948 5,412 6,799 5,532
Birmingham 5,104 5,373 4,974 5,373 5,219 5,373 5,488* 5,349*
Boston 6,599 5,523 5 , 2 0 0 5,503 6,610 5,425 6,821 5,333
Chicago 5,437 5,817 6,194* 5,736* 5,920* 5,565* 5,224* 5,349
Cincinnati 5,127 5,618 5,958* 5,618 5,197* 5,565* 5,276* 5,349
Cleveland 7,685 5,668 6,135 5,648 5,792* 5,565* 6,292* 5,335
Dallas 5,832 5,672 6,175 5,531 5,923* 5,278 5,498* 5,169
Denver 6,789 5,562 6,525 5,399 6,176 5,181 5,634 4,787
Detroit 5,828 5,557 4,912 5,557 5,175* 5,557 5,473* 5,273
Kansas City 6,692 5,854* 6,514 5,722 5,932* 5,469 5,960* 5,110
Los Angeles 4,725 4,743 4,480 4,580 4,060 4,362 3,710 3,968
Louisville 5,536 5,710 6,936 5,688 7,111* 5,565* 6,586* 5,349*
Minneapolis 6 , 8 6 6 5,814 7,181 5,651 6,910 5,433 6 , 2 0 1 5,039
New Orleans 5,819 5,546 6,229* 5,546 6,677* 5,546 5,826* 5,349*
New York 4,954 5,458 5,404 5,438 5,431 5,360 5,713* 5,268
Philadelphia 4,019 5,472 4 , 1 2 0 5,472 5,108* 5,411 5,770* 5,319
Pittsburgh 5,301 5,615 5,402 5,594 5,402* 5,517 5,708 5,349*
Portland 8,635 5,115 7,272 4,952 5,485 4,734 5,056 4,340
St. Louis 5,816 5,827 6,406 5,736* 6,206* 5,565* 5,755* 5,349
San Francisco 6,398 4,831 5,085 4,668 4,718 4,450 4,228 4,056
Seattle 7,803 5,185 6,342 5,002 5,852 4,804 5,187 4,410
Washington, D. C. 4,680 5,460 4,633 5,460 4.934 5,411 4,838 5,319
(Continued)
Appendix Table 23. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming
center
5 6 7 8
Actual Optimum Ac tua1 Optimum Ac tual Optimum Ac tual Optimum
Atlanta 5,567 5,228* 4,789 5,107* 4,667 5,406 4,420 5,571
Baltimore 8,172 5,228* 6,243 5,107* 4,976 5,394 4,794 5,570
Birmingham 5,810* 5,228* 5,555* 5,107* 3,910 5,373 3 , 6 6 6 5,373
Boston 6,901* 5,212 6,183 5,066 5,784 5,407 6,485 5,586*
Chicago 5,790 5,228* 5,424* 5,107* 5,408* 5,410* 4,309* 5,586*
Cincinnati 5,892* 5,228* 5,551* 5,107* 5,174* 5,410* 4,470* 5,575
Cleveland 5,967 5,214 5,712* 5,068 5,326* 5,410* 3,710 5,575
Dallas 3,773* 5,179 5,319* 5,032 5,912 5,374 5,054* 5,586*
Denver 5,302 4,666 5,284 4,520 5,074 4,861 5,242 5,267
Detroit 6,159* 5,152 5,330* 5,006 4,230* 5,347 3,643 5,557
Kansas City 5,726* 4,989 5,429* 4,842 4,298* 5,184 3,044 5,489
Los Angeles 3,430 3,847 3,045 3,700 3,185 4,042 3,080 4,448
Louisville 6,061* 5,228* 6,026* 5,107* 5,186* 5,410* 5,063* 5,571
Minneapolis 6,131 4,918 6,166 4,774 5,844 5,113 6 , 2 2 2 5,519
New Orleans 5,903 5,228* 5,420* 5,107* 5,084* 5,410* 5,371* 5,546
New York 5,735* 5,197 5,690* 5,088 5,596* 5,342 4,963* 5,472
Philadelphia 6,061* 5,228* 5,843* 5,107* 5,101 5,393 5,070* 5,472
Pittsburgh 5,957* 5,228* 5,293* 5,107* 4,553* 5,410* 5,537* 5,571
Portland 4,578 4,219 4,431 4,072 3,969 4,414 3,997 4,820
St. Louis 5,891* 5,228* 5,943* 5,081 3,955 5,352 3,092* 5,586*
San Francisco 3,923 3,935 3,528 3,788 3,283 4,130 3,003 4,536
Seattle 5,117 4,289 4,627 4,142 4,452 4,484 4,599 4,890
Washington, D. C. 5,785 5,228* 4,838 5,107* 6.553 5.393 5,159 5,460
(Continued)
Appendix Table 23. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
9 1 0 1 1
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 3,893 4,422 3,108 4,405 3,719 4,360*
Baltimore 4,086 4,417 3,699 4,404 3,050 4,249
Birmingham 3,126* 4,452 2,894* 4,435 3,070 4,360*
Boston 5,223 4,431 4,843 4,339 3,751 4,245
Chicago 3,642* 4,480* 3,911* 4,454* 4,520 4,360*
Cincinnati 3,500* 4,415 2,836* 4,366 4,432* 4,360*
Cleveland 4,410 4,414 4,477 4,341 4,294 4,247
Dallas 5,417* 4,398 5,285* 4,306 5,307 4,212
Denver 4,628 3,885 4,339 3,793 4,185 3,699
Detroit 3,110* 4,371 3,530 4,279 4,945 4,185
Kansas City 2,398 4,208 2,299 4,116 4,650 4 , 0 2 2
Los Angeles 2,415 3,066 2,310 2,974 2,030 2,880
Louisville 3,160* 4,410 2,734 4,361 3,290 4,355
Minneapolis 5,879 4,137 5,291 4,045 5,256 3,951
New Orleans 4,244* 4,480 2,162* 4,454 1,514* 4,360*
New York 4,585 4,364 4,717 4,351 3,922 4,196
Philadelphia 4,039 4,421 4,553 4,404 2,820 4,249
Pittsburgh 4,282* 4,410 3,648* 4,361 3,179 4,296
Portland 3,766 3,438 3,290 3,346 3,332 3,252
St. Louis 2,897* 4,357 2,789* 4,344 3,841 4,261
San Francisco 2,793 3,154 2,198 3,062. 2,303 2,968
Seattle 4,298 3,508 3,822 3,416 3,822 3,322
Washington, D. C. 3,480 4,417 3,763 4.404 3,990 4,250
^Wholesale price less transportation cost.
2
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all pro-
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Denotes consuming centers that received shipments, cr would have received shipments from
Maryland under the optimum situation.
Appendix Table 24. Estimated Net Prices* per Carload of Strawberries to Maryland Shippers Resulting
from Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________  2_________  3_________  4_________
center________________ Actual____ Optimum Actual Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum
---------------------------------------- Dollars---------------------------- ----------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.____________________________________________________________________________ _ ______________ __
(Continued)
Appendix Table 24, (Continued).
____________________________________ Marketing_period__________________________________
Consuming  5_________  6 _________  7_________  8 _________
center________________ Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum
-----------------------------------------Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington. D. C.__________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 24. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
9 1 0 1 1
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 2,977 4,274 3,588 4,229
Baltimore 4,296* 5,001 3,647* 4,846
Birmingham 2,605 4,146 2,781 4,071
Boston 5,481 4,977 4,389* 4,883*
Chicago 3,866 4,409 4,475 4,315
Cincinnati 2,944 4,474 4,540* 4,468
Cleveland 4,803 4,667 4,620 4,573
Dallas 4,699 3,720 4,721 3,626
Denver 4,070 3,524 3,916 3,430
Detroit 3,758 4,507 5,173 4,413
Kansas City 2,104 3,921 4,455 3,827
Los Angeles 1,815 2,479 1,535 2,385
Louisville 2,721 4,348 3,277 4,342
Minneapolis 5,286 4,040 5,251 3,946
New Orleans 1,500 3,792 852 3,698
New York 5,401 5,035 4,606* 4,880
Philadelphia 5,187 5,038* 3,454* 4,883
Pittsburgh 4,064* 4,777 3,595* 4,712
Portland 2,871 2,927 2,913 2,833
St. Louis 2,634 4,189 3,686 4,106
San Francisco 1,618 2,482 1,723 2,388
Seattle 3,446 3,040 3,446 2,946
Washington, D. C. 4,325 4,966 4,552* 4,812
Wholesale price less transportation cost.
2
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all produc 
tion areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Denotes consuming centers that received shipments, or would have received shipments from
Maryland under the optimum situation.
Appendix Table 25. Estimated Net Prices-*- per Carload of Strawberries to North Carolina Shippers
Resulting from Actual and 0ptimum2 Distributions, by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________  2_________  3_________  4________ _
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
  ----------------------------------Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C._______________________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 25. (Continued).
Marketing period
Consuming 5 6 7 8
center Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 4,848 5,166 4,726 5,464 4,479* 5,630
Baltimore 6,667* 5,531 5,400* 5,818 5,218* 5,994*
Birmingham 5,435 4,987 3,790 5,253 3,546 5,253
Boston 6,591* 5,474 6,192* 5,815 6,893 5,994*
Chicago 5,228 4,911 5,212 5,214 4,113* 5,390
Cincinnati 5,644 5,200 5,267 5,502 4,565* 5,668
Cleveland 5,888 5,244 5,502 5,586 3 ,8 8 6 * 5,751
Dallas 4,835 4,548 5,428 4,890 5,020 5,102
Denver 4,979 4,214 4,769 4,556 4,937 4,962
Detroit 5,407 5,082 4,307 5,424 3,720 5,634
Kansas City 5,213 4,626 4,082 4,968 2,828 5,273
Los Angeles 2,585 3,240 2,725 3,582 2,620 3,988
Louisville 6,034 5,115 5,194 5,418 5,071 5,579
Minneapolis 6 , 0 1 0 4,616 5,688 4,957 6,066 5,363
New Orleans 4,932 4,619 4,596 4,922 4,883 5,058
New York 6 ,2 1 2 * 5,610* 6,118* 5,864* 5,485* 5,994*
Philadelphia 6,268* 5,532 5,526* 5,818 5,495* 5,897
Pittsburgh 5,582* 5,396 4,842* 5,698 5,826* 5,860
Portland 3,861 3,502 3,399 3,844 3,427 4,250
St. Louis 5,771 4,910 3,783 5,180 2,920 5,414
San Francisco 2,922 3,182 2,677 3,524 2,397 3,930
Seattle 4,100 3,616 3,925 3,957 4,072 4,363
Washington, D. C. 5,263* 5,532 6,978 5,818 5,584* 5,885
(Continued)
Appendix Table 25. (Continued),
Consuming
center
Marketing period
9 1 0 1 1
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 3,952* 4,481 3,167* 4,464 3,778 4,419
Baltimore 4,510* 4,841 4,123* 4,828 3,474* 4,673
Birmingham 3,006 4,332 2,774 4,315 2,950 4,240
Boston 5,631* 4,839 5,251* 4,747 4,159 4,653
Chicago 3,446 4,284 3,715 4,258 4,324 4,164
Cincinnati 3,593* 4,508 2,929* 4,459 4,525* 4,453
Cleveland 4,586* 4,590 4,653 4,517 4,470 4,423
Dallas 4,933 3,914 4,801 3,822 4,823 3,728
Denver 4,323 3,580 4,034 3,488 3,880 3,394
Detroit 3,187* 4,448 3,607 4,356 5,022 4,262
Kansas City 2,182 3,992 2,083 3,900 4,434 3,806
Los Angeles 1,955 2,606 1,850 2,514 1,570 2,420
Louisville 3,168 4,418 2,742 4,369 3,298 4,363
Minneapolis 5,723 3,981 5,135 3,889 5,100 3,795
New Orleans 3,756 3,992 1,674 3,966 1,026 3,872
New York 5,107* 4,886* 5,239* 4,873* 4,444* 4,718*
Philadelphia 4,464* 4,846 4,978* 4,829 3,245* 4,674
Pittsburgh 4,571* 4,699 3,937* 4,650 3,468* 4,585
Portland 3,196 2 , 8 6 8 2,720 2,776 2,762 2,682
St. Louis 2,725 4,185 2,617 4,172 3,669 4,089
San Francisco 2,187 2,548 1,592 2,456 1,797 2,362
Seattle 3,771 2,981 3,295 2,889 3,295 2,765
Washington, D. C. 3,905* 4,842 4,188* 4,829 4,415* 4,675
Hfholesal e price less transportation cost.
2
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all produc-
tion areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
u,
Denotes consuming centers that received shipments, or would have received shipments from
North Carolina under the optimum situation.
Appendix Table 26. Estimated Net Prices^ per Carload of Strawberries to Tennessee Shippers Resulting
from Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________  2_________  3_________  4_________
center________________ Actual____ Optimum Actual Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum
---------------------------------------- Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C._________________________________________________________ _________________________
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 26. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
5 6 7 8
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
1 O
Atlanta 4,942 5,260 4,820 5,558 4,573* 5,724
Baltimore 6,584 5,348 5,217 5,635 5,035 5,811
Birmingham 5,646 5,198 4,001 5,466 3,757 5,464
Boston 6,389 5,272 5,990 5,613 6,691 5,792
Chicago 5,568 5,251 5,552 5,554 4,453* 5,730
Cincinnati 5,830* 5,386 5,453 5,688 4,749* 5,854
Cleveland 5,992 5,348 5,606 5,690 3,990* 5,855*
Dallas 5,192 4,906 5,785 5,247 5,377 5,459
Denver 5,337 4,572 5,127 4,914 5,295 5,320
Detroit 5,596 5,272 4,496 5,613 3,909* 5,823
Kansas City 5,471 4,884 4,340 5,226 3,086 5,531
Los Angeles 2,946 3,602 3,086 3,943 2,981 4,349
Louisville 6,310 5,391* 5,470* 5,694* 5,347 5,855*
Minneapolis 6,354 4,960 6,032 5,301 6,410 5,707
New Orleans 5,154 4,841 4,818 5,143 5,105 5,280
New York 5,983 5,382 5,889 5,635 5,256 5,865
Philadelphia 6,084 5,348 5,342 5,634 5,311 5,713
Pittsburgh 5,577 5,391* 4,837 5,694* 5,821 5,855*
Portland 4,293 3,934 3,831 4,276 3,859 4,682
St. Louis 6,130* 5,268 4,142* 5,538 3,279* 5,773
San Francisco 3,286 3,546 3,041 3,888 2,761 4,294
Seattle 4,627 4,142 4,452 4,484 4,599 4,890
Washington, D. C. 5,079 5,348 6,794 5,634 5,400 5,701
(Continued)
Appendix Table 26. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
9 1 0 1 1
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 4,046* 4,575 3,261* 4,558 3,872* 4,513
Baltimore 4,327 4,658 3,940 4,645* 3,291 4,490
Birmingham 3,217 4,543 2,985 4,526 3,161 4,451
Boston 5,429 4,637 5,049 4,545 3,957 4,451
Chicago 3,786* 4,624 4,055* 4,598 4,664* 4,504
Cincinnati 3,739* 4,694* 3,115* 4,645* 4,711* 4,639*
Cleveland 4,690* 4,694* 4,757* 4,621 4,574* 4,527
Dallas 5,290 4,271 5,158 4,179 5,180 4,085
Denver 4,681 3,738 4,392 3,846 4,238 3,752
Detroit 3,376* 4,637 3,796* 4,545 5,211* 4,451
Kansas City 2,440 4,250 2,341 4,158 4,692 4,064
Los Angeles 2,316 2,967 2 , 2 1 1 2,875 1,931 2,781
Louisville 3,444* 4,694* 3,018* 4,645* 3,574* 4,639*
Minneapolis 6,067 4,325 5,479 4,233 5,444 4,139
New Orleans 3,978 4,214 1,896 4,188 1,248 4,094
New York 4,878 4,657 5,010 4,644 4,215 4,489
Philadelphia 4,280 4,662 4,749 4,645* 3,061 4,490
Pittsburgh 4,566* 4,694* 3,932* 4,645* 3,463 4,580
Portland 3,628 3,300 3,152 3,208 3,194 3,114
St. Louis 3,084* 4,544 2,976 4,531 4,028 4,448
San Francisco 2,551 2,912 1,956 2,820 2,061 2,726
Seattle 4,298 3,508 3,822 3,416 3,822 3,322
Washington, D. C. 3,721 4,658.. . 4,004 4,645* 4,231 4,491
1
Wholesale price less transportation cost.
2
Ontimum distrihnMon is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all produc­
tion areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
*Denotes consuming centers that received, or would have received shipments from Tennessee
under the optimum situation.
Appendix Table 27. Estimated Net Prices^ per Carload of Strawberries to Texas Shippers Resulting
from Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
 ____________________________________Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________ 2_________  3_________  4________
center________   Actual____ Optimum____Actual____ Optimum____Actual____ Optimum____Actual____ Optimum
---------------------------------------- Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta 4,995 5,205 4,732
Baltimore 4,736 5,248 4,568
Birmingham 4,744 5,013 4,614
Boston 6,510 5,434 5,111
Chicago 5,091 5,471 5,848*
Cincinnati 4,812* 5,303 5,643*
Cleveland 7,473 5,456 5,923*
Dallas 5,907* 5,747* 6,250*
Denver 6,813 5,586 6,550
Detroit 5,594 5,323 4,678
Kansas City 6,576 5,738 6,398*
Los Angeles 4,909 4,927 4,664
Louisville 5,198 5,370 6,598
Minneapolis 6,782 5,730 7,097
New Orleans 5,460 5,187 5,870
New York 4,813 5,317 5,263
Philadelphia 3,812 5,265 3,913
Pittsburgh 5,068 5,382 5,169
Portland 8,633 5,113 7,270
5,185 5,321 5,107 5,193 4,982
5,228 4,686 5,150 6,537 5,058
5,013 4,859* 5,013 5,128* 4,989
5,414 6,521 5,336 6,732 5,249*
5,390 5,574 5,219 4,878* 5,003
5,303 4,882* 5,250 4,961* 5,034
5,436 5,580* 5,353* 6,080 5,123
5,606* 5,998* 5,353* 5,573* 5,244*
5,423 6 , 2 0 0 5,205 5,658 4,811
5,323 4,941 5,323 5,239 5,039
5,606* 5,816* 5,353* 5,844 4,994
4,764 4,244 4,546 3,894 4,152
5,350 6,773 5,227 6,248 5,011
5,567 6,826 5,349 6,117 4,955
5,187 6,318 5,187 5,467 4,990
5,297 5,290* 5,219 5,572* 5,127
5,265 4,901 5,204 5,563 5 , 1 1 2
5,362 5,169 5,284 5,475 5,116
4,950 5,483 4,732 5,054 4,338
5,448 5,918* 5,277 5,467* 5,061St. Louis 
San Francisco 
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
5,528* 5,539
6,574 5,007
7,569 4,951
4,320 5,100
6,118*
5,261 4,844
6,108 4,788
4,273 5,100
4,894 4,626
5,618 4,570
4,574 5,051
4,404 4,232
4,953 4,175
4,478 4,959
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 27, (Continued).
 _______________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  5_________  6 _________  7_________  8 _________
center________________ Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum
---------------------------------------- Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
5 , 2 0 0 4,861
7,910 4,965
5,450* 4,868
6,812 5,123
5,444* 4,882
5,577 4,913
5,655 5,002
3,848* 5,254*
5,326 4,690
5,925 4,918
5,610 4,873
3,614 4,031
5,723 4,890
6,047 4,834
5,544 4,869
5,594 5,056
5,854 5,021
5,724 4,995
4,576 4,217
5,603* 4,940
4,099 4,111
4,883 4,055
5,425 4,868
4,422 4,740
5,981 4,845
5,195* 4,747
6,094 4,976
5,078* 4,761
5,236 4,792
5,500 4,856
5,394* 5,108*
5,308 4,544
5,096 4,772
5,313 4,726
3,229 3,884
5,688 4,769
6,082 4,688
5,061 4,748
5,549 4,948
5,636 4,900
5,060 4,874
5,429 4,070
5,655 4,794
3,704 3,964
4,393 3,908
4,478 4,747
4,300 5,038
4,714 5,132
3,500 5,013
5,695 5,318
5,062 5,064
4,859 5,094
5,114 5,198
5,987* 5,449*
5,098 4,885
3,996 5,113
4,182 5,068
3,369 4,226
4,848 5,072
5,760 5,029
4,725 5,050
5,455 5,201
4,894 5,186
4,320 5,176
3,967 4,412
3,667 5,064
3,459 4,306
4,218 4,250
6,193 5,033
4,053 5,204
4,532 5,308
3,306 5,013
6,396 5,497
3,963 5,240
4,155 5,260
3,498 5,363
5,579* 5,661*
5,266 5,291
3,409 5,323
2,928 5,373
3,264 4,632
4,725 5,233
6,138 5,435
5,012 5,187
4,822 5,331
4,863 5,265
5,304 5,338
3,995 4,818
2,804 5,298
3,179 4,712
4,365 4,656
4,799 5,100
(Continued)
Appendix Table 27. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
9 10 11
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 3,526 4,055 2,741 4,038 3,352 3,993
Baltimore 3,824 4,155 3,437 4,142 2,788 3,987
Birmingham 2,766 4,092 2,534 4,075 2,710 4,000
Boston 5,134 4,342 4,754 4,250 3,662 4,156
Chicago 3,296 4,134 3,565 4,108 4,174 4,014
Cincinnati 3,185 4,100 2,521 4,051 4,117 4,045
Cleveland 4,198 4,202 4,265 4,129 4,082 4,035
Dallas 5,492* 4,473* 5,360* 4,381* 5,382* 4,287*
Denver 4,652 3,909 4,363 3,817 4,209 3,722
Detroit 2,876 4,137 3,296 4,045 4,711 3,951
Kansas City 2,282 4,092 2,183 4,000 4,534 3,906
Los Angeles 2,599 3,250 2,494 3,159 2,214 3,064
Louisville 2,822 4,072 2,396 4,023 2,952 4,017
Minneapolis 5,795 4,053 5,207 3,961 5,172 3,867
New Orleans 3,885 4,121 1,803 4,095 1,155 4,001
New York 4,444 5,223 4,576 4,210 3,781 4,055
Philadelphia 3,832 4,214 4,346 4,197 2,613 4,042
Pittsburgh 4,049 4,177 3,415 4,128 2,946 4,063
Portland 3,764 3,436 3,288 3,344 3,330 3,250
St. Louis 2,609 4,069 2,501 4,056 3,553 3,973
San Francisco 2,969 3,330 2,374 3,238 2,479 3,144
Seattle 4,064 3,274 3,588 3,182 3,588 3,088
Washington, D. C. 3,120 4.057 3,403 4,044 3,630 3,890
H/holesale price less transportationL COSt.
2
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all pro-
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
JL
Denotes consuming centers that received, or would have received shipments from Texas
under the optimum situation.
Appendix Table 28. Estimated Net Prices* per Carload of Strawberries to Virginia Shippers Resulting
from Actual and Optimum^ Distributions, by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods, 1963 Louisiana Season
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  1_________  2_________  3_________  4_________
center________________ Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
---------------------------------------- Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 28. (Continued).
____________________________________ Marketing period__________________________________
Consuming  5_________  6_____________  7_________  8_________
center________________ Actual____ Optimum Actual____ Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
---------------------------------------- Dollars---------------------------------------
Atlanta 4,419 5,570
Baltimore 5,317* 6,093*
Birmingham 3,482 5,189
Boston 6,992 6,093
Chicago 4,211 5,488
Cincinnati 4,585 5,690
Cleveland 3,984 5,849
Dallas 5,018 5,100
Denver 4,876 4,901
Detroit 3,818 5,732
Kansas City 2,834 5,279
Los Angeles 2,579 3,947
Louisville 5,077 5,585
Minneapolis 6,164 5,461
New Orleans 4,808 4,983
New York 5,539 6,048
Philadelphia 5,593 5,995
Pittsburgh 5,910 5,944
Portland 3,525 4,348
St. Louis 2,927 5,421
San Francisco 2,370 3,903
Seattle 4,171 4,462
Washington, D. C. 5.681 5,982
(Continued)
Appendix Table 28. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing period
9 10 11
Actual Optimum Actual Optimum Actual Optimum
Atlanta 3,892 4,421 3,107 4,404 3,718 4,359
Baltimore 4,609* 4,940 4,222* 4,927* 3,573* 4,772*
Birmingham 2,942 4,268 2,710 4,251 2,886 4,176
Boston 5,730* 4,938 5,350* 4,846 4,258 4,752
Chicago 3,544 4,382 3,813 4,356 4,422 4,262
Cincinnati 3,615 4,530 2,951 4,481 4,547 4,475
Cleveland 4,684* 4,688 4,751* 4,615 4,568 4,521
Dallas 4,931 3,912 4,799 3,820 4,821 3,726
Denver 4,262 3,519 3,973 3,427 3,819 3,333
Detroit 3,285 4,546 3,705 4,454 5,120* 4,360
Kansas City 2,188 3,998 2,089 3,906 4,440 3,812
Los Angeles 1,914 2,565 1,809 2,473 1,529 2,379
Louisville 3,174 4,424 2,748 4,375 3,304 4,369
Minneapolis 5,821 4,079 5,233 3,987 5,198 3,893
New Orleans 3,681 3,917 1,599 3,891 951 3,797
New York 5,161* 4,940 5,293* 4,927* 4,498* 4,772*
Philadelphia 4,562* 4,944* 5,076* 4,9Z7* 3,343* 4,772*
Pittsburgh 4,655* 4,783 4,021 4,734 3,552* 4,669
Portland 3,294 2,966 2,818 2,874 2,860 2,780
St. Louis 2,732 4,192 2,624 4,179 3,676 4,096
San Francisco 2,160 2,521 1,565 2,429 1,670 2,335
Seattle 3,870 3,080 3,394 2,988 3,394 2,894
Washington, D. C. 4 ,002* 4,939 4,285* 4,926 4,512* 4,772
1
Wholesale price less transportation cost.
2
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenue to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
*Denotes consuming centers that received, or would have received shipments from Virginia
under the optimum situation.
Appendix Table 29. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Alabama Strawberries from Optimum
Distribution with Normal Louisiana Volume, by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing period
center 1 2 3 4
/I 1 4- 1 .
Atlanta
t d i i U L  equivditiiiLij" —  ----
.1
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total .1
Total revenue
(dollars) 543.6
(Continued)
Appendix Table 29. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing period
center 5 6 7 8
_ 1 . 1 .
Atlanta 1.7
Baltimore 2.3
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati 1.3
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York .3 2.1
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total .3 2.1 2.3 3.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 1.592.4 10.798.2 12,758.1 17.121.0
(Continued)
Appendix Table 29. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
Atlanta 6.4 6.2 5.1 19.4
Baltimore 2.3
Birmingham 3.9 3.9
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati 1.3
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York 2.4
Philadelphia 6.2 2.3 8.5
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 12.6 12.4 5.1 37.9
Total revenue
(dollars) 56,977.2 56,606.0 23,143.8 179,540.3
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
2
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Appendix Table 30. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Arkansas Strawberries from Optimum
Distribution with Normal Louisiana Volume? by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods
Consuming ___________________________________ Marketing periods________________________
center___________________________ 1____________________2_______________________ 3____________________4
------------------ -------- ------ Carlot equivalents------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. ______________________________________________________________________________
Total ______________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
(dollars)________________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 30. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
n 1 *- -i .
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati 3.1
Cleveland 2.0
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City 3.7
Los Angeles 
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
13.1
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis 11.9 8.8
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 11.9 13.9 16.8
Total revenue
(dollars) 59,535.7 75,060.0 95,541.6
(Continued)
Appendix Table 30. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
Atlanta
Baltimore 14.7 14.3 29.0
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati 20.3 4.1 27.5
Cleveland 2.0
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City 3.7
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
13.1
New York 14.8 12.7 27.5
Philadelphia 1.1 1.1
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis 24.2 16.9 61.8
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 8.0 5.1 13.1
Total 83.1 49.0 4.1 178.8
Total revenue
(dollars) 95,063.9 216,384.0 18.007.2 817,592.4
Ootimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro 
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
2
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
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Appendix Table 31. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of California Strawberries from Optimum
Distributions with Normal Louisiana Volume^ by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston 6.9
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver 7.3 9.1 12.9 19.5
Detroit 4.7
Kansas City 6.7
Los Angeles 6 . 2 12.1 24.7 46.3
Louisville
Minneapolis . 8 16.1 18.6 29.6
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 5.1 5.5 6.4 7.9
St. Louis
San Francisco 3.3 5.9 11.6 2 1 . 2
Seattle 9.7 10.7 13.0 17.0
Washington, D. C.
Total 32.4 59.4 87.2 159.8
Total revenue
(dollars) 188.146.8 337,332.6 471,054.4 787.344.6
(Continued)
Appendix Table 31. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
f * .
Atlanta
equivalents------------
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston 8.4 1 . 8 2 . 2
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas 11.5 14.9 9.0
Denver 21.9 24.2 17.9 1 1 . 6
Detroit 6 . 8 8 . 8 3.3
Kansas City 7.8 8.9 6 . 0
Los Angeles 54.5 62.0 41.3 20.5
Louisville
Minneapolis 32.7 35.5 27.7 6 . 6
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 8.5 9.0 7.5 6 . 1
St. Louis
San Francisco 24.9 28.3 19.0 9.7
Seattle 18.5 19.8 16.1 12.3
Washington, D. C.
Total 195.5 213.2 150.0 6 6 . 8
Total revenue
(dollars) 928,234.0 977,095.6 755,700.0 366,999.2
(Continued)
Appendix Table 31. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston 3.3 24.9 1 0 . 6 58.1
Chicago 14.1 39.6 53.7
Cincinnati
Cleveland 20.7 21.5 42.2
Dallas 28.9 30.3 31.5 126.1
Denver 32.1 32.6 33.5 2 2 2 . 6
Detroit 15.5 16.0 16.8 71.9
Kansas City 12.5 1 2 . 8 13.2 67.9
Los Angeles 87.7 89.5 92.4 537 .2
Louisville
Minneapolis 45.3 45.9 47.1 305.9
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 1 0 . 8 10.9
16.1
1 1 . 2
16.1
88.9
St. Louis 6 . 6 24.4 31.0
San Francisco 39.7 40.5 41.8 245.9
Seattle 24.5 24.8 25.4 191.8
Washington, D. C.
Total 300.3 369.6 425.1 2,059.3
Total revenue
(dollars) 1,206,905.7 1,471,008.0 1,664, 266.5 9.154,077.4
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro- 
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Appendix Table 32, Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Florida Strawberries from Optimum^
Distribution with Normal Louisiana Volume^ by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
—, m * 1 »
Atlanta 1.4 1.4 1.9
Baltimore 5.1 5.2 6 . 2 4.3
Birmingham
Boston 1 1 . 8 11.9 13.2
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland 4.8 4.9
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City 1 . 0
Los Angeles
Louisville 2.3 2.3
Minneapolis 13.5
New Orleans
New York 13.9 14.3 19.6 26.4
Philadelphia 2.4 6.4
Pittsburgh 2.3 2.4
Portland
St. Louis .7
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. . 6 1 . 6
Total 56.8 42.4 43.9 38.7
Total revenue
(dollars) 318,364.0 237.312.8 240.352.5 206.000.1
(Continued)
Appendix Table 32. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6  7 8
Atlanta
Baltimore 3.2 2.4
Birmingham
Boston 3.0
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York 25.1 19.7 3.0
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
3.5
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. . 8
Total 25.1 19.7 10.5 5.4
Total revenue
(dollars) 130,419.6 99,110.7 57,057.0 30,164.4
(Continued)
Appendix Table 32. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
Atlanta 4.7
Baltimore 26.4
Birmingham
Boston 39.9
Chicago
Cineinnati
Cleveland 9.7
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City 1 . 0
Los Angeles 
Louisville 4. 6
Minneapolis 13.5
New Orleans
New York 1 2 2 . 0
Philadelphia 13.9 26.2
Pittsburgh
Portland
4.7
St. Louis .7
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. I
CM 5.6
Total 13.9 2 . 6 259.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 61,299.0 11,577.8 1,391.657.9
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro 
duction areas (as a group) under conditions perfect competition.
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Appendix Table 33. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Louisiana Strawberries from Optimum^
Distribution with Normal Louisiana Volume^ by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
n  1 1 *-
Atlanta
b d l  1 U L  c v j U l v d l C i i k o
2 . 8
Baltimore 2.9
Birmingham . 6
Boston 8 . 0
Chicago 3.3 12.3 19.5
Cincinnati 3.1 7.0
Cleveland 7.4 9.9
Dallas
Denver
Detroit 1.4
Kansas City . 2 1.4
Los Angeles
Louisville 2 . 8 3.2
Minneapolis 
New Orleans .4 1.3
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh 4.0
Portland
St. Louis 2.3 6.4 9.6
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total . 2 7.0 37.8 71.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 1,170.6 40.019.0 205.783.2 371,117.0
(Continued)
Appendix Table 33. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6  7 8
Atlanta 3.8 4.2 2.4
Baltimore 8 . 8 1 0 . 1  1 . 0
Birmingham 1.3 1.9 .1
Boston 8.4 16.8 1 1 . 6 9.0
Chicago 25.4 30.9 15.9 10.4
Cincinnati 1 0 . 2 13.1 1.9 . 8
Cleveland 11.9 13.8 6 . 6 2 . 1
Dallas 5.2
Denver
Detroit . 6
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville 3.6 3.9 2.2
Minneapolis 
New Orleans 1.9 2 . 6  . 8 . 2
New York 6 . 6 8.5
Philadelphia 10.9 15.2
Pittsburgh 8 . 1 9.8 3.3
Portland
St. Louis 12.3 2 . 8 5.5
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 2 . 8 4.0
Total 116.0 137.6 45.8 33.8
Total revenue
(dollars) 585,568.0 671,900.8 244,480.4 186,001.4
(Continued)
Appendix Table 33. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
 ^ « i * 1 i
Atlanta 1 . 2 14.4
Baltimore 2 2 . 8
Birmingham 4.1 4.1 1 2 . 1
Boston 2 1 . 1 74.9
Chicago 49.6 32.9 9.5 209.7
Cincinnati . 8 36.9
Cleveland 51.7
Dallas 5.2
Denver
Detroit 2 . 0
Kansas City 1 . 6
Los Angeles
Louisville 15.7
Minneapolis
New Orleans 4.8 4.5 4.8 21.3
New York 15.1
Philadelphia 26.1
Pittsburgh 31.4
Portland
St. Louis 38.9
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 6 . 8
Total 79.6 37.4 20.4 586.6
Total revenue
(dollars) 343,792.4 164,410.4 88,332.0 2,823,076.4
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro 
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
2
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Appendix Table 34. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Maryland Strawberries from Optimum^
Distributions with Normal Louisiana V olume^ by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods
Consuming______________ ___________________________________ Marketing periods_________________________
center___________________________1_____________________ 2_______________________ 3_____________________4
--------------------------------- Carlot equivalents-------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cineinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. ________________________________________________________________________________
Total ________________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
(dollars)____________________________________________________________________________ ___________ _
(Continued)
Appendix Table 34. (Continued).
Consuming______________ _________________ __________________ Marketing periods_______________________
center__________________________ 5 6  7____________________ 8
-----------------------------------Carlot equivalents-----------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _______________________________________________________________________________
Total ______________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
(dollars)____________________________________________________________________________________ ____
(Continued)
Appendix Table 34. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
r> 1 *. T .
Atlanta
taiioi. ivdieiiLb” — --
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston 14.9 14.9
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia 2 . 1  2 2 . 2 24.3
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 2.1 37.1 39.2
Total revenue
(dollars) 10,479.0 180,046.3 190,525.3
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Appendix Table 35. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of North Carolina Strawberries from Optimum*
Distribution with Normal Louisiana Volume^ by Consuming Centers and Marketing
Periods
Consuming  Marketing_periods_________
center___________________________1_____________________ 2_______________________ 3_____________________4
----------------------------------- Carlot equivalents------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. ________________________________________________________________________________
Total ________________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue 
 ( dollars____________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 35. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6  7 8
/i 1 j. 1 ,
Atlanta 2.7
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 8.0 18.5 16.8
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 8.0 18.5 19.5
Total revenue
(dollars) 43,240.0 107,448.0 115.323.0
(Continued)
Appendix Table 35. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
a  1 a » ^ .
Atlanta
Baltimore 2.7
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 52.1 33.1 10.7 139.2
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 52.1 33.1 10.7 141.9
Total revenue
(dollars) 248,933.8 159,707.5 50,161.6 724.813.9
'''Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Appendix Table 36. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Tennessee Strawberries from Optimum'*'
Distribution with Normal Louisiana Volume^ by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods
Consuming ___________________________________ Marketing periods_________________________
center__________________________ 1_____________________2_______________________ 3_____________________4
----------------------------------Carlot equivalents-------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. ________________________________________________________________________________
Total ________________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
 (dollars)__________________________________________________________________________________ _ _ _ _ _ _
(Continued)
Appendix Table 36. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6  7 8
r* 1 *. . • , -t *.
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland 4.6
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville . 8 2.7
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 1 . 0
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
1 . 8 3.4
St, Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 1 . 0  2 . 6 10.7
Total revenue
(dollars) 5,176.0 14.617.2 61,878.1
(Continued)
Appendix Table 36. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati 3.0 23.2 18.0 44.2
Cleveland 20.5 25.1
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville 5.1 5.1 5.1 18.8
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 1 . 0
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
15.7
4.0
15.6
4.0
36.5
St, Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 44.3 47.9 23.1 129.6
Total revenue
(dollars) 203,159.8 220,196.3 106,467.9 611,495.3
■^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
2
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Appendix Table 37. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Texas Strawberries from Optimum*
Distribution with Normal Louisiana Volume, by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
M  I t  " 1 *
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas 2.4 5.3 10.7 13.1
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City .7 3.9
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis .5 2.7
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 2.4 6.5 17.3 13.1
Total revenue
(dollars) 13.792.8 36,406.5 92.105.2 68.211.7
(Continued)
Appendix Table 37. (Continued),
Consuming Marketing period
center 5 6  7 8
>1 i , • 1 4-
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cleveland
Dallas 3.8 3.7 . 6 .5
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 3.8 3.7 . 6 .5
Total revenue
(dollars) 19.342.0 18,222.5 3,228.0 2,789.0
(Continued)
Appendix Table 37. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
_ 1 , , .
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas .8 . 1  . 2 41.2
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City 4.6
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 3.2
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total . 8 . 1  . 2 49.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 3,488.8 432.2 851.4 258.870.1
■'"Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
2
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Appendix Table 38. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Virginia Strawberries from Optimum^
Distribution with Normal Louisiana Volume, by Consuming Centers and
Marketing Periods
Consuming ___________________________________ Marketing periods_________________________
center__________________________ 1_____________________2_______________________ 3_____________________4
--------------------------------- Carlot equivalents-------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _______________________________________________________________________________
Total _______________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
(dollars)_____________________________________________________________ ___________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 38. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing periods
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. (
Total
Total revenue 
(dollars)
■Carlot equivalents-
.2
.2
1.202.6
(Continued)
Appendix Table 38. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
Atlanta
Baltimore 15.4 15.6
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York 19.0 60.2 79.2
Philadelphia 8.7 20.3 10.2 39.2
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 8.6 8.6
Total 8.7 39.3 94.4 142.6
Total revenue
(dollars) 42,073.2 191,744.7 447.644.8 682,665.3
■^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
o
Louisiana volume was 293.3 carlot equivalents in 1963.
Appendix Table 39. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Alabama Strawberries from Optimum^
Distributions with Supplies and Transportation Costs Adjusted,2 by Consuming
Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
_ T . i ,
Atlanta . 1
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total . 1
Total revenue
(dollars) 555.9
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 39. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6  7 8
— -r , .
Atlanta
Baltimore 2.3 3.0
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York .3 2 . 1
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total .3 2.1 2.3 3.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 1,633.5 11.205.6 13,015.7 17.190.0
(Continued)
Appendix Table 39, (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
 ^ . . 1
Atlanta 4.4 3.7 8 . 1
Baltimore 3.6 9.0
Birmingham 1.4 1.4
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 2.4
Philadelphia 1 1 . 2 1 1 . 2
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 1.4 4.4 5.8
Total 1 2 . 6 12.4 5.1 37.9
Total revenue
(dollars) 61,752.6 62,359.6 26,479.2 194,192.1
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in immediate seasons ahead. Transportation costs 
adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
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Appendix Table 40. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Arkansas Strawberries from Optimum^
Distribution with Supplies and Transportation Costs Adjusted,^ by Consuming
Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming ____________________________________ Marketing periods_______________________
center__________________________ 1_____________________2_______________________ 3____________________4
--------------------- - ------------Carlot equivalents-----------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _______________________________________________________________________________
Total________________ _______________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
 (dollars')_________________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
2
0
3
Appendix Table 40. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6  7 8
_  n . , , -
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City 6.3 4.0 3.5
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 5.8 9.9 13.3
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St, Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 11.9 13.9 16.8
Total revenue
(dollars) 62,713.0 78,340.4 95.894.4
(Continued) 204
Appendix Table 40. (Continued).
i
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
^  1 , 1 1 *
Atlanta
Baltimore 9.7 9.7
Birmingham
Boston 6.4 9.0 15.4
Chicago
Cincinnati 4.1 4.1
Cleveland
Dallas 17.0 17.0
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City 9.7 6.5 30.0
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 31.5 60.3
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis 18.5 16.5 4.1 39.1
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 3.2 3.2
Total 83.1 49.0 4.1 178.8
Total revenue
(dollars) 394.558.8 239.071.0 20.905.9 891.483.5
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
2 „
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in immediate seasons ahead. Transportation costs
adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
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Appendix Table 41. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of California Strawberries from Optimuml
Distributions with Supplies and Transportation Costs Adjusted,^ by Consuming
Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
»  ^  . * * .
Atlanta
c ( | U l  v d l c l l L s - - -  —  - -
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver 3.2 6.9 5.0 13.6
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville
5.2 14.8 27.5
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
.4 6 . 0
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 4.5 5.0 5.6 6.5
St. Louis
San Francisco . 2 2 . 8 7.1 1 2 . 8
Seattle 8.3 9.4 1 1 . 1 13.5
Washington, D. C.
Total 16.2 29.7 43.6 79.9
Total revenue
(dollars) 96,535.8 173.091.6 244,988.4 426,586.1
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 41. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
• 1 +-
Atlanta
LuTIOC e qulvaients-----------
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver 15.4 17.3 1 2 . 2 6.4
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 33.1 39.6 22.9 7.9
Louisville
Minneapolis 1 2 . 6 8.4
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 6.9 7.4 6 . 2 5.2
St. Louis
San Francisco 15.3 18.2 1 0 . 8 4.0
Seattle 14.5 15.7 1 2 . 6 9.9
Washington, D. C.
Total 97.8 106.6 75.0 33.4
Total revenue
(dollars) 510,027.0 540,781.8 407,925.0 192,651.2
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 41. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0 1 1 Total
_ -• . .
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas 16.8 16.8
Denver 24.6 24.1 23.1 151.8
Detroit 3.9 7.7 1 1 . 6
Kansas City 2.4 8.4 1 0 . 8
Los Angeles 63.4 62.1 58.7 335.2
Louisville
Minneapolis 4.3 35.3 34.0 1 1 1 . 2
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 9.1 9.0 8.7 74.1
St. Louis 9.1 9.1
San Francisco 28.8 28.2 26.8 155.0
Seattle 2 0 . 0 19.8 19.2 154.0
Washington, D. C.
Total 150.1 184.8 212.5 1.029.6
Total revenue
(dollars) 683.105.1 846.199.2 988,762.5 5.110,653.7
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in immediate seasons ahead. Transportation
costs adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
2
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Appendix Table 42. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Florida Strawberries from Optimum*-
Distributions with Supplies and Transportation Costs Adjusted,^ by Consuming
Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
n | . * 1 4
Atlanta 1.4 1.3 1 . 8
Baltimore 5.1 4.9 5.9 1.4
Birmingham
Boston 11.7 11.4 1 2 . 8 13.3
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland 4.7 4.5
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City 1 . 0
Los Angeles
Louisville 2.3 2 . 2
Minneapolis 14.2 3.6
New Orleans
New York 13.6 12.5 18.2 20.4
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh 2 . 2 2 . 0
1 . 6
3.3
2.9
Portland
St. Louis . 6
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. .3 .7
Total 56.8 42.4 43.9 38.7
Total revenue
(dollars) 317.909.6 238,372.8 241 ,186.6 210,682.8
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 42. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6  7 8
a, « . a 1 .
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston 10.5 5.4
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York 25.1 19.7
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 25.1 19.7 10.5 5.4
Total revenue
(dollars) 133.783.0 102.853.7 58.233.0 30.337.2
(Continued)
Appendix Table 42. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
_ « | t i
Atlanta 4 . 5
Baltimore 1 7 . 3
Birmingham
Boston 1 3 . 9 2 . 6 8 1 . 6
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland 9 . 2
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City 1 . 0
Los Angeles
Louisville 4 . 5
Minneapolis 1 7 . 8
New Orleans
New York 1 0 9 . 5
Philadelphia 4 . 5
Pittsburgh
Portland
7 . 5
St. Louis .6
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 1 . 0
Total 1 3 . 9 2 . 6 2 5 9 . 0
Total Revenue
(dollars) 6 6 . 5 2 5 . 4 1 2 . 7 8 4 . 2 1 . 4 1 2 , 6 6 8 . 3
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
2
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in immediate seasons ahead. Transportation costs
adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
2
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Appendix Table 43. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Louisiana Strawberries from Optimum^
Distributions with Supplies and Transportation Costs Adjusted,^ by Consuming
Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
1 . * i
Atlanta
e4ui.vtu.e1n.sj-- —
2.3
Baltimore 4.8
Birmingham . 1
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
7.0
1 . 0
14.0
4.7
Cleveland 6 . 0 8.4
Dallas
Denver
Detroit 2.4
Kansas City . 2 1 . 8
Los Angeles 
Louisville 2 . 6 3.0
Minneapolis 6 . 6 16.6 16.1
New Orleans . 8
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
4.9
St. Louis .4 4.6 7.7
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total . 2 7.0 37.8 71.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 1,117.0 40.838.0 209,941.2 379.495.0
(Continued)
Appendix Table 43. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
* T 4-
Atlanta 2 . 8
" " 031* IOC
3.4
equivalents
1.9 1 . 6
Baltimore 7.3 8.4 3.1
Birmingham .6 1 . 1
Boston 14.6 16.1 1.7 3.2
Chicago 18.0 2 2 . 8 10.7 8.3
Cincinnati 6.9 9.4 2.9
Cleveland 9.8 11.4 7.2 3.1
Dallas 7.3 10.3 6 . 1 5.3
Denver . 8
Detroit 3.9 5.6 1 . 2 .3
Kansas City 5.2
Los Angeles 
Louisville 3.2 2.9 . 2
Minneapolis 11.7 1 2 . 8 .3 5.9
New Orleans 1.3 1 . 8 .4 .1
New York
Philadelphia 6 . 0 9.7
Pittsburgh
Portland
6 . 2 7.6 3.9
St. Louis 9.6 11.7 6 . 2 5.2
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 1 . 6 2 . 6
Total 116.0 137.6 45.8 33.8
Total revenue
(dollars) 605,636.0 698,870.4 249, 381.0 186,474.6
(Continued)
Appendix Table 43. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
Atlanta 4.9 16.9
Baltimore 1.9 25.5
Birmingham 2.7 2 . 1 6 . 6
Boston 35.6
Chicago 35.7 30.8 18.3 165.6
Cincinnati 24.9
Cleveland 45.9
Dallas 2 0 . 8 1.7 51.5
Denver . 8
Detroit 1 0 . 2 23.6
Kansas City 7.2
Los Angeles 
Louisville 11.9
Minneapolis 
New Orleans 3.4 2 . 8  2 . 1
70.0
12.7
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
15.7
2 2 . 6
St. Louis 45.5
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 4.2
Total 79.6 37.4 20.4 586.6
Total revenue
(dollars) 373,085.2 180,791.6 102.183.6 3.027,813.6
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro 
ductlon areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
2
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in immediate seasons ahead. Transportation
costs adjusted to 1964 level (Chapters I and IV).
Appendix Table 44. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Maryland Strawberries from Optimum^-
Distributions with Supplies and Transportation Costs Adjusted,^ by Consuming
Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming  Marketing_periods_____________________
center__________________________ 1_____________________2 _____________________ 3 ___________________ 4
---------------   -Carlot equivalents--------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. ____________________________________________________________________________
Total ____________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
 (dollars)_______________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 44. (Continued).
Consuming ____________________________________ Marketing periods_____________________
center__________________________ 5_____________________ 6   7____________________8
----------- ------- ---------------Carlot equivalents--------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. ____________________________________________________________________________
Total________________ ____________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
 (dollars)______________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 44. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston 2.1 21.5 23.6
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia 15.6 15.6
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 2 . 1  37.1 39.2
Total revenue
(dollars) 11,516.4 193.995.9 205,512.3
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro 
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in immediate seasons ahead. Transportation
costs adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
Appendix Table 45. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of North Carolina Strawberries from Optimum^
Distributions with Supplies and Transportation Costs Adjusted,^ by Consuming
Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming______________ ____________________________________ Marketing periods_____________________
center__________________________ 1_____________________2_____________________3___________________ 4
-----------------------------------Carlot equivalents--------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. ____________________________________________________________________________
Total ____________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
(dollars)______________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 45. (Continued).
Consuming  Marketing periods
center 5 6  7 8
n 1 *. * 1 *.
Atlanta
Baltimore . 2 1.7
Birmingham
Boston 2.9
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 8 . 0  18.0 14.9
Philadelphia .3
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 8.0 18.5 19.5
Total revenue
(dollars) 44,832.0 108,761.5 116,025.0
(Continued)
Appendix Table 45. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
Atlanta
Baltimore 1.9
Birmingham
Boston 2.9
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 51.5 33.1 10.7 136.2
Philadelphia .3
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. . 6 . 6
Total 52.1 33.1 10.7 141.9
Total revenue
(dollars) 266.804.1 175,231.4 54,131.3 765,785.3
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in immediate seasons ahead. Transportation
costs adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
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Appendix Table 46. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Tennessee Strawberries from Optimum^
Distributions with Supplies and Transportation Costs Adjusted,^ by Consuming
Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming______________ ____________________________________ Marketing periods_____________________
center__________________________ 1_____________________2_____________________3___________________ 4
-----------------------------------Carlot equivalents--------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.  ___________________________________________________________________________
Total ____________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
 (dollars)___________________________________________________________________ ___________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 46. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6  7 8
_ 1 . -
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati 1 . 6
Cleveland 3.3
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville . 6  2 . 6 2 . 6
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York .4
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
3.2
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 1 . 0  2 . 6 10.7
Total revenue
(dollars) 5.370.0 14,913.6 62,092.1
(Continued) 222
Appendix Table 46. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 1 0  1 1 Total
n 4 , * 1 1
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago 6 . 8 6 . 8
Cincinnati 12.3 14.2 12.4 40.5
Cleveland 16.0 14.5 33.8
Dallas
Denver
Detroit 4.7 4.7
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville 4.3 4.1 3.9 18.1
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York .4
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh 11.7 10.4 25.3
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 44.3 47.9 23.1 129.6
Total revenue
fdollars) 220,215.3 244,146.3 120,050.7 666,788.0
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction' areas (as a group)' under conditioiis of perfect competition.
2
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in immediate seasons ahead. Transportation
costs adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
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Appendix Table 47. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Texas Strawberries from Optimum^
Distributions with Supplies and Transportation Costs A d j u s t e d ,^ by Consuming 
Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
- , - 1 *.
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas . 6 1.7 7.2 10.5
Denver 1 . 8 4.7
Detroit
Kansas City 1.6 3.4 2 . 6
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 3 . 2  2 . 0
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 2.4 6.5 17.3 13.1
Total revenue
(dollars) 13,759.2 36,874.5 93,298.9 68,473.7
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 47. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
_ , . 1
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas 3.8 3.7 .6
Denver .5
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 3.8 3.7 .6 .5
Total revenue
(dollars) 19,741.0 18,696.1 3,251.4 2,771.0
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 47. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas .8 .1 .2 29.2
Denver 7.0
Detroit
Kansas City 7.6
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 5.2
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total .8 .1 .2 49.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 3,728.8 480.0 980.0 262,055.4
■'■Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in immediate seasons ahead. Transportation
costs adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
2
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Appendix Table 48. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Virginia Strawberries from Optimum'*"
Distributions with Supplies and Transportation Costs Adjusted,^ by Consuming
Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming ____________________________________ Marketing periods__________________________
center__________________________ 1_____________________2_____________________3___________________ 4_____
-----------------------------------Carlot equivalents--------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _________________________________________________________________________________
Total  __
Total revenue
 (dollars)___________________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 48. (Continued).
Consuming
center
Marketing periods
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. (
Total
Total revenue 
(dollars)
•Carlot equivalents-
.2
. 2
1,210.2
(Continued) 22
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Appendix Table 48. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
_ i 1 ,
Atlanta
t(|Uivd 1C11L9 ~ ’
Baltimore 6.9 12.4 19.5
Birmingham
Boston 5.1 5.1
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland 14.2 14.2
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 10.8 43.6 54.5
Philadelphia 8.7 16.5 7.0 32.2
Pittsburgh 11.2 11.2
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 6.0 6.0
Total 8.7 39.3 94.4 142.6
Total revenue
fdollars) 45.431.4 210,255.0 482,856.0 739.752.6
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under" conditions of perfect competition.
2
Supplies adjusted to meet conditions expected in immediate seasons ahead. Transportation
costs adjusted to 1964 level (See Chapters I and IV).
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Appendix Table 49. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Alabama Strawberries from Optimum
Distributions with Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and Projected
Demand, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming
center
Marketing periods
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. (
Total
Total revenue 
(dollars)
■Carlot equivalents-
768.6
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 49. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
Atlanta .2 .4
Baltimore .1 1.7
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver 3.0
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville 2.3
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total .3 2.1 2.3 3.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 2,274.3 15,575.7 17,845.7 23,553.0
(Continued)
Appendix Table 49. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
Atlanta 5.9 5.6 12.1
Baltimore 1.8
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati 3.7 3.7
Cleveland 3.0 1.3 4.3
Dallas
Denver 5.5 5.1 13.6
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville 2.4
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St, Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 12.6 12.4 5.1 37.9
Total Revenue
(dollars) 86,587.2 85.770.8 36,699.6 269,074.9
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
2 
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Appendix Table 50. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Arkansas Strawberries from Optimum*-
Distributions with Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and Projected
Demand, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming ____________________________________ Marketing periods_____________________
center__________________________ 1_____________________2_____________________3___________________ 4
---------------------------------- Carlot equivalents---------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. ____________________________________________________________________________
Total ____________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
 (dollars')______________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 50. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
1 , 4 -
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver 11.9 7.9 16.8
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville
Minneapolis 6.0
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 11.9 13.9 16.8
Total revenue
(dollars) 88,000.5 108,767.5 135,055.2
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 50. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver 47.2 38.1 4.1 114.1
Detroit
Kansas City .7 .7
Los Angeles 19.9 19.9
Louisville
Minneapolis 2.6 20.5
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle 12.7 10.9 23.6
Washington, D. C.
Total 83.1 49.0 4.1 178.8
Total revenue
(dollars) 577.378.8 348,145.0 30.274.4 1.287,621.4
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
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Appendix Table 51. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of California Strawberries from Optimum'*'
Distributions with Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and Projected
Demand, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
^  1 , ,
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 16.2 26.1 36.4 52.0
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco 3.6 7.2 27.9
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 16.2 29.7 43.6 79.9
Total revenue
(dollars) 148,942.8 271,042.2 387,909.2 689,297.3
(Continued)
2 
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Appendix Table 51. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 52.4 53.2 40.8 9.3
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco 45.4 53.4 34.2 24.1
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 97.8 106.6 75.0 33.4
Total revenue
(dollars) 926.899.0 883,820.6 656,700.0 299,598.0
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 51. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 77.5 118.6 141.0 623.5
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 3.0 3.0
St. Louis
San Francisco 72.6 66.2 68.5 403.1
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 150.1 184.8 212.5 1,029.6
Total revenue
(dollars) 1.195,696.6 1.496,695.2 1,711.262.5 8,567,863.4
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of petfect competition.
2 
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Appendix Table 52. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Florida Strawberries from Optimum*
Distributions with Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and Projected
Demand, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
Atlanta .1 .1 1.4 2.1
Baltimore 15.6 15.9 19.0 20.6
Birmingham
Boston 2.2 2.5 5.4 7.0
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver 17.2 10.8
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville 4.0 4.1 4.8 5.0
Minneapolis 4.3
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland .9 1.0 1.9
St. Louis
San Francisco 16.0 7.0 3.6
Seattle 1.0 3.5 4.0
Washington, D. C. .8
Total 56.8 42.4 43.9 38.7
Total revenue
(dollars) 440,256.8 327,667.2 329,206.1 285,373.8
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 52. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
^  4 . ' 1 i
Atlanta 1.4 .7
Baltimore 19.3 11.8 .4
Birmingham
Boston 5.8 7.9 5.3 1.3
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City «
Los Angeles 
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 1.9 1.4
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle 1.5 2.0
Washington, D. C.
Total 25.1 19.7 10.5 5.4
Total revenue
(dollars) 187.396.6 143,849.4 78,781.5 41,207.4
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 52. (Continued),
Consuming Marketing periods *
center 9 10 11 Total
/“i ■ 1 t ■ i ^
Atlanta 5.8
Baltimore 102.6
Birmingham
Boston 13.9 51.3
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver 28.0
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville 17.9
Minneapolis 4.3
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 2.6 9.7
St. Louis
San Francisco 26.6
Seattle 12.0
Washington, D. C. .8
Total 13.9 2.6 259.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 93,672.1 17,799.6 1,975,210.5
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro
ducticn areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
Appendix Table 53. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Louisiana Strawberries from Optimum^
Distributions with Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and Projected
Demand, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas 2.5
Denver 7.0 23.6 29.9
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles .2 14.2 27.5
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
7.9
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 2.4
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle .8
Washington, D. C.
Total .2 7.0 37.8 71.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 1,621.4 56,434.0 295,218.0 535,340.0
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 53. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
Atlanta 1.8 2.5
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cineinnati
Cleveland .7 3.0
Dallas 7.3 11.9
Denver 33.9 37.7 18.9 .4
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 45.6 62.2 24.9 33.4
Louisville 5.4 4.9
Minneapolis 11.5 3.1
New Orleans
New York
Piladelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 3.1 3.8
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle 6.7 8.5 2.0
Washington, D. C.
Total 116.0 137.6 45.8 33.8
Total revenue
(dollars) 854,688.0 991,270.4 351,240.2 266,445.4
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 53. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
— 1 . -j -.
Atlanta 4.3
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland 3.7
Dallas 21.1 17.3 11.2 71.3
Denver .3 151.7
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 52.0 17.4 277 .4
Louisville 10.3
Minneapolis 22.5
New Orleans 1.4 .7 2.1
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland 5.1 2.0 .7 17.1
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle 8.2 26.2
Washington, D. C.
Total 79.6 37.4 20.4 586.6
Total revenue
(dollars) 547.648.0 262,248.8 147.451.2 4.309,605.4
■^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro--
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
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Appendix Table 54. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Maryland Strawberries from Optimum^
Distributions with Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and Projected
Demand, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming ______________________________________ Marketing periods___________________________
center____________________________1______________________2______________________ 3_____________________4_____
------------------------------------ Carlot equivalents---------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _____________________________________________________________________________________
Total _____________________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
 (dollars)________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 54. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
.
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis 
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total
Total revenue
(dollars)
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 54. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
•».* 1 A  4--.
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston 2.1 18.4 20,5
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 18.7 18.7
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 2.1 37.1 39.2
Total revenue
(dollars) 15.346.8 260,887.2 276,234.0
^Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
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Appendix Table 55. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of North Carolina Strawberries from Optimum^
Distributions with Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and Projected
Demand, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming ____________________________________ Marketing periods__________________________
center___________________________1_____________________ 2_____________________ 3____________________4_____
-----------------------------------Carlot equivalents--------------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. __________________________________________________________________________________
Total __________________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
 (dollars)____________________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 55* (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
/"» 1 *- 1 ±
Atlanta
Baltimore 8.0 18.5 17.0
Birmingham
Boston 2.5
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D, C.
Total 8.0 18.5 19.5
Total revenue
(dollars) 61,096.0 145,003.0 155,278.5
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 55. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
Atlanta 4.8 4.8
Baltimore 20.3 63.8
Birmingham
Boston 1.1 2.5 6.1
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver 4.3 4.3
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville 1.6 1.6
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York 28.1 28.0 56.1
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 2.6 2.6 5.2
Total 52.1 33.1 10.7 141.9
Total revenue
(dollars) 368,399.1 234,116.3 74,001,2 1.037.894.1
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
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Appendix Table 56. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Tennessee Strawberries from Optimum*-
Distributions with Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and Projected
Demand, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming ____________________________________ Marketing periods_____________________
center___________________________1_____________________2_____________________ 3____________________4
--------- -------- ---------------- Carlot equivalents---------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. ____________________________________________________________________________
Total  _ _
Total revenue
(dollars')____________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
Appendix Table 56. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
/-ill- * ■> .
Atlanta 1.0
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver 1.7
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville 2.6 4.7
Minneapolis 4.3
New Orleans
New Yurk
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 1.0 2.6 10.7
Total revenue
(dollars) 7,495.0 20.389.2 84.604.9
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 56. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago 7.2 5.3 12.5
Cincinnati 2.8 2.8
Cleveland 7.8 9.0 16.8
Dallas
Denver 23.1 24.8
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville 7.6 7.4 23.3
Minneapolis 21.7 23.4 49.4
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 44.3 47.9 23.1 129.6
Total revenue
(dollars) 307,840.7 335,012.6 167,521.2 922,863.6
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (As a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
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Appendix Table 57. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Texas Strawberries from Optimum^ Dis­
tributions with Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and Projected
Demand, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming Marketing periods
center 1 2 3 4
Atlanta ,
Baltimore
Birmingham
Bos ton
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 2.4
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco 6.5 17.3 13.1
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total 2.4 6.5 17.3 13.1
Total revenue
(dollars) 19.888.8 53.423.5 138,227.0 101.132.0
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 57, (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco 3.8 3.7 .6 .5
Seattle
Washington, D, C.
Total 3.8 3.7 .6 .5
Total revenue
(dollars) 28,682.4 27,320.8 4,709.4 4,031.5
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 57. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
„ , .
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver .2 .2
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles .8 3.2
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco .1 45.6
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total .8 .1 .2 49.0
Total revenue
(dollars) 5,647.2 719.2 1,450.6 385,232.4
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
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Appendix Table 58. Carlot Receipts and Total Revenue of Virginia Strawberries from Optimum
Distributions with Adjusted Supplies and Transportation Costs and Projected
Demand, by Consuming Centers and Marketing Periods
Consuming ____________________________________ Marketing periods_____________________
center__________________________ 1_____________________ 2_____________________ 3____________________4
-----------------------------------Carlot equivalents---------------------
Atlanta
Baltimore
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. _____________________________________________________________________________
Total________________ _____________________________________________________________________________
Total revenue
( d o l l a r s ) ____________________________________________________________________________________
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 58. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 5 6 7 8
r\ 4-1 i. -  i .
Atlanta
Baltimore .2
Birmingham
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville
Minneapolis
New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louie
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C.
Total .2
Total revenue
(dollars) 1.612.8
(Continued)
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Appendix Table 58. (Continued).
Consuming Marketing periods
center 9 10 11 Total
n . < .
Atlanta
Baltimore 8.7 29.0 32.3 70.2
Birmingham
Boston 10.3 10.3
Chicago
Cincinnati . 6 . 6
Cleveland 11.1 11.1
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Kansas City
Los Angeles 
Louisville 5.3 5.3
Minneapolis 19.6 19.6
New Orleans
New York 20.6 20.6
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Portland
St. Louis
San Francisco
Seattle
Washington, D. C. 4.9 4.9
Total 8.7 39.3 94.4 142.6
Total revenue
(dollars') 62,396.4 281,938.2 653,531.2 999,478.6
Optimum distribution is defined as the distribution that maximized net revenues to all pro­
duction areas (as a group) under conditions of perfect competition.
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